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CHAPTER 6 BOOKING AND PAYING FOR WEST END THEATRE TICKETS 
(1) Booking methods 
The following table shows the distribution of booking
methods used for the performance surveyed. The estimated
number of sales (1)
 in each survey period that were
accounted for by each of these booking methods follows in
brackets.
1981/82 1985/86
Weighted base 11650 6497
% sales % sales
Booking method (millions) (millions)
Theatre box-office in person 34 (3.0) 41 (4.3)
Theatre box-office by phone 22 (1.9) 25 (2.7)
Theatre box-office by post 9 (0.8) 5 (0.5)
Ticket agency (inc.
	 hotel) 17 (1.5) 16 (1.7)
Leicester Square booth 4 (0.3) 4 (0.4)
Inclusive package 3 (0.3) 4 (0.4)
Someone else booked 2 (0.2) 2 (0.2)
Other (including
complimentary) 9 (0.8) 3 (0.3)
Fig 6-1 Distribution of the West End audience 12K booking 
methods used for the performance surveyed
Base = all respondents
Booking in person at the theatre box-office was the method
most commonly used in both survey periods. Its importance
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increased in 1985/86, both as a percentage of total sales
and in actual sales made by this method, the latter
increasing by around 1.3 million, or 437., in 1985/86. This
increase	 was probably connected with	 the	 increased
percentage of the audience who were already in London on
the day of performance in 1985/86, and who could therefore
conveniently visit the theatre box-office in person.
Telephone booking to the box-office was the second most
commonly used booking method in both survey periods. Sales
made by this method increased by almost exactly the same
percentage as personal booking at the box-office in
1985/86, by 427., an increase of around 0.8 million in the
actual number of sales made by this method.
Agency bookings came third in importance in both survey
periods, accounting for roughly the same percentage of
sales in both survey periods. There was, however, a much
smaller increase in 1985/86 in actual sales made by this
method than by either personal or phone booking to the box-
office, of around 0.2 million, or 137..
In 1981/82, respondents who booked at agencies were asked
to make a distinction between bookings m'de at an agency
overseas, a hotel desk/porter, or at another form of
specialist ticket agency in the U.K.. The majority of
agency sales proved to have been made at a specialist
agency in the U.K. These accounted for 767. of agency sales,
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hotel desks for 187., and agencies overseas for 67.. In
1985/86, a more detailed breakdown was requested from
respondents who had booked at agencies; they were asked to
specify whether the agency they used was overseas or in the
U.K., and if in the U.K. to give the name of the agency,
and to state whether the tickets had been obtained in
person, by phone, or by post to the agency. 67. of agency
sales had been made at overseas agencies, the same
percentage of the total as in 1981/82. Hotel desks
accounted for a further 127. of agency sales, a fall of
around 60,000 sales made in this way compared with 1981/82.
The remaining 827. of total agency sales in 1985/86 was made
up of 67. at travel agents, 127. at department stores and 647.
at other specialised agencies. 807. of bookings at U.K.
agencies were made by personal visit, and 20% by telephone,
and there were no reported postal bookings to U.K.
agencies. 407. of users of U.K. agencies could not remember
the name of the agency they had used, and in general, only
those agencies that were the largest and best known were
mentioned by name. The most often mentioned of the U.K.
specialist agencies were; Keith Prowse and Edwards and
Edwards for personal bookings, Keith Prowse and First Call
for telephone bookings, and Harrods for department store
agencies. A full list of U.K. agencies named by
respondents in 1985/86, including department stores and
travel agents, is given in Appendix 9.
Booking by post to the theatre box—office was the fourth
most commonly used method in both survey periods, and the
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least often used of the methods of booking at the theatre
box-office. It was the only one of the major booking
methods used to decline in importance in 1985/86, when
sales made by this method decreased by around 0.3 million,
or 38%.
The half-price ticket booth in Leicester Square (2) was the
fifth most commonly used method of booking in both survey
periods, and accounted for around 47. of sales in both
survey periods. The surveys produced figures of around
335,000 sales in 1981/82 and 395,000 in 1985/86 made at
Leicester Square booth. Actual booth sales recorded by
SWET totalled approximately 322,000 for the calendar year
1982, and for the closest 52 week period to the 1985/86
(3)survey period, around 381,000.	 This is a confirmation of
the accuracy of the survey findings. Sales at the booth
increased by around 187. in 1985/86, a fairly modest rise in
comparison with the rise in bookings direct to the theatre
box-office. The way in which booth sales were spread over
the individual productions surveyed showed some variation
between the two survey period. In 1981/82, the majority
of productions surveyed had sent tickets to the booth, and
the percentage of sales for the performance surveyed which
were accounted for by the booth was typically in the 27. -
87. range for most individual productions. In 1965/86,
however, the situation was much more polarised, with a
number of the productions surveyed sending no tickets to
the booth, while others did a large percentage of their
business for the performance surveyed through the booth, up
317
to 257. of sales in some cases. Aggregated over the West
End as a whole, however, the global picture for booth sales
was very similar in both survey periods.
The 1981/82 surveys included additional questions about the
booth. Respondents were asked whether they were aware of
the existence of the booth, and whether they had used it in
the past to buy tickets for West End performances. 557. had
heard of the booth, and of them, 247. had used it in the
past. This is equivalent to 137. of the total West End
audience having heard of and used the booth in the past,
compared with an average 47. using it to book for the
performance surveyed. Since the majority of productions
surveyed in 1981/82 had tickets available at the booth for
the performance surveyed, this indicates that booth users
did not book at the booth for all their West End theatre
visits.
Inclusive package bookings, made as part of a holiday,
travel, accommodation or restaurant package, were the sixth
most commonly used method of booking in 1981/82, and tied
for fifth place with bookings at Leicester Square booth in
1985/86. The number of package bookings increased by
around 0.1 million in 1985/86. Those booking by this
method were much more likely than those booking by other
methods to be part of a large group of 12 or more. 387. of
package bookers in 1981/82 and 217. in 1985/86 were part of
a large group.	 They were also more likely than those
booking by other methods to be full-time students. 297. of
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package bookers in 1981/82 and 457. in 1985/86 were full-
time students.
Excluding those who had had arrangements made for them as
part of a packaged booking, 27. of the overall audience in
both survey periods said that someone else had booked their
tickets, and this type of booking accounted for around
200,000 sales in both survey periods. In many of these
cases,	 the person booking would have been a group
organiser. No special category was allocated in the
question on booking methods for group bookings as such,
since a group booking could have been made by any of the
methods already mentioned (except at the half-price booth,
at which a maximum of four tickets per applicant can be
obtained). Group bookings were classified according to the
actual means by which the group organiser had obtained the
tickets. Those few respondents who said theirs was a group
booking, without giving details of the method used by the
group organiser to obtain the tickets, were classified as
"someone else booked".
•
Other booking methods mentioned, each of which accounted
for less than 27. of total sales in both survey periods,
were; complimentary tickets, often being provided to groups
such as nurses in a regular block allocation; subscription
booking and Youth and Music schemes, (both of these only
relevant at the opera productions surveyed); Prestel;
ticket touts; and company ticket schemes. Several of these
methods could in fact have been covered by one of the major
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categories already mentioned e.g. subscription bookings
were probably made to the theatre box-office by post.
Problems with booking were not a significant deterrent to
London theatre-going among the audiences surveyed. 	 Of
those who answered the question on deterrents to London
theatre-going, only 37. in 1981/82 and 27. in 1985/86
mentioned some kind of booking problem as a deterrent. The
most often mentioned problems were; box-office telephones
being engaged, rude box-office staff, limited ticket
availability for popular shows, a lack of up to date
information on which shows were likely to be sold out, and
agency surcharges on tickets.
The following table shows the distribution of each area of
residence group by their use of the six main booking
methods. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures
follow, in brackets.
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Area of residence 
Overseas
London Rest
(1679)
Boroughs U.K.
Weighted base	 3111
Booking method %
(2393) 4670
%
(2395) 3851
Box office in person 38 (44) 36 (44) 29 (29)
Box office by phone 10 (12) 25 (30) 28 (36)
Box office by post 1 (1) 13 (6) 10 (8)
Ticket agency 32 (23) 10 (10) 15 (13)
Leicester Sq. booth 7 (7) 3 (2) 4 (5)
Inclusive package 5 (10) * (1) 5 (2)
Fig 6-2 Distribution of each area of residence group. 
by. main booking methods used
* = less than 0.5%
Base = all respondents
Overseas visitors and London boroughs residents
consistently used personal booking to the theatre box-
office more often than any other method, and the percentage
of bookings by both these groups which were made at the the
theatre box-office in person increased in 1985/86.
Residents of other parts of the U.K. were almost equally as
likely to book by phone to the box-office as they were to
book in person in 1981/82, and in 1985/86, they booked more
often by phone to the box-office than in person.
Most of the new business among overseas visitors in 1985/86
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was transacted in person at the theatre box-office, with
sales to personal bookers from overseas increasing from
around 0.8 million in 1981/82, to around 1.7 million in
1985/86.	 Overseas visitors were by far the most likely
area of residence group to use ticket agencies. Although
the percentage of overseas visitors who had used agencies
decreased in 1985/86, actual sales to overseas visitors at
agencies showed an increase, from around 750,000 in 1981/82
to around 900,000 in 1985/86. Inclusive package bookings
by overseas visitors, while remaining fairly modest as a
percentage of total sales to overseas visitors, almost
trebled to around 350,000 in 1985/86, compared with around
120,000 in 19E31/82. Overseas visitors were also the most
likely area of residence group to use the Leicester Square
booth, and booth sales to overseas visitors increased from
around 150,000 in 1981/82, to around 260,000 in 1985/86.
London boroughs residents showed a larger percentage swing
towards booking in person at the box-office than did
overseas visitors in 1985/86. This was in spite of the
fact that a lower percentage of London boroughs residents
worked in London in 1985/86 than in 1981/82, and a higher
percentage had come in specially to see the performance, so
that fewer of them were in London already on the day of
performance. London boroughs residents were the 'least
likely area of residence group to use ticket agencies or
the Leicester Square booth. They were the most likely
group to book by post to the theatre box-office in 1981/82,
when they made around 480,000 postal bookings to the box-
322
office, but their use of postal booking declined to around
240,000 bookings in 1985/86. Other U.K. residents were
more likely than London boroughs residents to book by post
to the theatre box-office in 1985/86.
Residents of the U.K. outside London were the most likely
area of residence group to book by phone to the box-office,
and in 1985/86, phone booking to the box-office was the
most commonly used booking method among this group. This
is a convenient method for those who do not normally come
into London during the day. This group made around 0.8
million bookings by phone to the box-office in 1981/82, and
around 1.0 million in 1985/86.
The following table shows the area of residence
distribution of users of each of the six main booking
methods.
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Booking Method. 1981/82 
Box office: 
In	 PA.	 FLY
	Person Phone Post 	 Agency Booth Package 
Weighted base	 3960 2553	 1045	 1975	 471	 341
Area of residence %	 %	 %	 %	 %
Overseas	 30	 12	 2	 - 50	 46	 43
London boroughs 43	 46	 61	 22	 28	 5
Rest U.K.	 27	 42	 37	 28	 26	 52
Booking Method 1985/86 
Box office: 
In
	
Person Phone Post	 Agency Booth Package 
Weighted base 2657 1625	 318	 1051	 248	 260
Area of residence V.	 • 	 %	 %	 %	 %
Overseas	 40	 17	 7	 53	 65	 81
London boroughs 40	 43	 48	 25	 13	 7
Rest U.K.
	 20	 40	 45	 22	 22	 12
Fig 6-3 Distribution of usersiof main booking methods
area of residence 
Base = all those who booked at the box-office in
person, by phone, or by post, at agencies, at
al,
Leicester Square booth, or through an inclusive
package.
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In 1981/82, London boroughs residents formed the largest
group of those who booked at the box-office in person, but
in 1985/86, overseas visitors made about the same number of
bookings by this method as London boroughs residents did.
Only a small percentage of those using the other methods of
buying tickets through the box-office, by phone or by post,
were from overseas, although sales to overseas visitors by
both methods did increase in 1985/86. London boroughs
residents formed the largest group of those who booked by
phone to the box-office, although the number of sales to
the rest U.K. group which were made by phone to the box-
office was not much smaller. In 1981/82, London boroughs
residents accounted for the majority of postal bookings to
the box-office, but in 1985/86, although London boroughs
residents remained the largest group of those who booked by
post to the box-office, the rest U.K. group accounted for
almost as high a percentage of postal bookings as London
boroughs residents did.
Overseas visitors formed the ladrgest group of agency users
in both survey periods, the majority in 1985/86.
Overseas visitors also formed the largest group of usePs of
Leicester Square booth, and the majority of booth sales in
1985/86 were made to overseas visitors, with a marked
decline in the percentage of booth sales which were
accounted for by London boroughs residents.
	 Sales to
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London boroughs residents at the booth declined from around
95,000 in 1981/82 to around 50,000 in 1985/86.
In 1981/82, the rest U.K. group accounted for the majority
of packaged bookings, but in 1985/86, when inclusive
packaged	 sales to overseas visitors showed a	 large
increase,	 overseas visitors accounted for the great
majority of inclusive package sales.
The following tables show the distribution of each sex by
their use of the six main booking methods, and the
distribution by sex of users of each of these booking
methods. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures
follow in brackets in the first of the two tables.
Sex
MaleFemale
Weighted base 6761 (3194) 4884 (3318)
Bookino method
Box office in person 32 ,(42) 38 (42)
Box office by phone 22 (28) 22 (23)
Box office by post 10 (6) 7 (5)
Ticket agency 17 (12) 19 (17)
Leicester Sq. booth 4 (4) 5 (4)
Inclusive package 4 (4) 2 (4)
Fig 6-4 Distribution of each sex by. main bookino 
methods used
Base = all respondents
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Booking Method 1981/82
Box office: 
In	 EX	 EY.
	Person Phone Post 	 Agency Booth Package
Weighted base 3951	 2547	 1027	 1971	 472	 328
%
Female	 54	 59	 68	 56	 53	 75
Male	 46	 41	 32	 44	 47	 25
Booking Method 1985/86 
Box office: 
In
	
Person Phone Post	 Agency Booth Package 
i
Weighted base 2554	 1611	 309	 1037	 238	 254
Female	 48	 54	 55	 42	 47	 47
Male	 52	 46	 45	 58	 53	 53
Fig 6-5 Distribution of users of main booking methods
by. sex
Base = all those who boOked at the box-office in
person, by phone, or by post, at agencies, at
Leicester Square booth, or through an inclusive
package.
Women were consistently more likely to use postal booking
to the box-office than men were. Men were consistently
more likely than women to book at a ticket agency.
	 Women
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were less likely than men to book at the theatre box-office
in person in 1981/82, though not in 1985/86, when both
sexes increased their use of the theatre box-office for
personal booking. Women were more likely than men to book
at the theatre box-office by phone in 1985/86. In 1981/82,
men were more likely than women to use Leicester Square
booth, but in 1985/86, both sexes were equally likely to do
so. In 1981/82, women were more likely than men to use an
inclusive packaged booking, but in 1985/86, while the
percentage of bookings by women which were made through an
inclusive package remained stable, the percentage of men
who used an inclusive package increased. Women made around
210,000 package bookings in 1981/82 and this level of
bookings decreased by a small amount in 1985/86 to around
190,000, while package bookings by men increased from
around only 75,000 in 1981/82 to around 220,000 in 1985/86.
In 1981/82, women formed the majority of users of each of
the main booking methods, and they predominated most among
those using an inclusive packaged booking and among those
booking by post to the box-office. In 1985/86, when the
percentage of the West End audience who were male was
greater than the percentage who were female, women still
formed the majority of those booking at the box-office by
post or by telephone, whereas men formed the majority of
those booking by the other major methods analysed.
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The following table shows the distribution of each age
group by their use of the six main booking methods.
Age , group. 1981/82
45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44
Weighted base	 927 2100 3147 2333 1741 911 452
Bookino method % % % % % % %
B.office in person 25 41 33 31 34 38 44
Box office by phone 22 20 24 23 22 20 16
Box office by post 2 6 10 9 9 10 10
Ticket agency 17 13 17 23 19 16 19
Leicester Sq. booth 2 6 5 3 6 7 4
Inclusive package 5 2 2 4 2 3 1
Acle Group. 1985/86
35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34
Weighted base	 765 1417 1538 1288 770 438 252
Bookino method % % % % % %
B.office in person 42 64 39 32 31 32 30
Box office by phone 25 14 31 32 28 21 21
Box office by post 6 2 4 7 a 8 6
Ticket agency 14 9 10 19 23 22 16
Leicester Sq. booth 4 4 5 3 5 7 8
Inclusive package 7 3 4 4 3 7 11
Fig 6-6 Distribution of each age Qr0UP 1 ty. main booking 
methods used
Base = all respondents
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All age groups used personal booking at the box-office more
than any other method in 1981/82, and all except the 35-
44s did so in 1985/86; this age group were equally likely
to book by telephone or in person at the box-office in
1985/86. The percentage of bookings made in person at the
theatre box-office increased among all the under 45 age
groups in 1985/86, and decreased among the 45 and over age
groups.
In 1981/82, the 16-18s were the most likely age group to
have obtained their tickets as part of an inclusive
package; presumably many of them would be on an organised
educational outing. They were the least likely age group to
book at the box-office in person in 1981/82, but there was
a shift towards increased use of the box-office for
personal booking among this age group in 1985/86.
The 19-24s were consistently among the most likely age
groups to book at the box-office in person, and the great
majority of new business among the 19-24s in 1985/86 was
etransacted at the box-office in person. The majority of
sales to the 19-24s in 1985/86 were made at the box-office
in person. They were the only age group in either of the
survey periods to make more than half their bookings by any
I
one booking method.
In 1981/82, the 25-34's were the most likely age group to
book at the box-office by telephone. In 1981/82, jointly
330
with the 55-64's and 65 and Dyers, they were also the most
likely age group to use postal booking to the box-office
but in 1985/86, the percentage of this age group who used
postal booking fell to the second lowest. Postal bookings
to the box-office by this age group decreased from around
240,000 in 1981/82 to around 90,000 in 1985/86.
In 1981/82, the 35-44's were the most likely age group to
book at a ticket agency. In 1985/86, it was the 45-54's.
Use of agencies increased as a percentage of sales among
the 45-54's and 55-64's in 1985/85, while declining among
all other age groups.
The 55-64's were consistently among the most likely age
groups to book by post to the theatre box-office. In
1985/86, they were the most likely age group to book at
Leicester Square booth.
The 65 and overs changed from being the most likely age
group to book in person at the theatre box-office in
1981/82 to being the least likely to do so in 1985/86.
Personal bookings at the box-office by this age group
decreased from around 160,000 in 1981/82 to around 120,000
in 1985/86. In 1985/86 they were the most likely age group
to book at Leicester Square booth or to have obtained their
tickets as part of an inclusive package, and they showed
the largest percentage increase in inclusive packaged
bookings of any age group. They made around 5,000 package
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bookings in 1981/82 and around 40,000 in 1985/86.
The following table shows the age distribution of users of
each of the six main booking methods.
Booking Method 1981/82 
Box office: 
In	 EY	 EY
Weighted base
Age group
Person Phone Post Agency Booth	 Package
3947
%
2539
%
1011
%
1968	 470
%	 %
321
%
16 - 18 5 7 6 7 4 13
19 - 24 22 17 13 14 21 13
25 - 34 26 29 31 27 29 22
35 - 44 18 21 20 25 13 29
45 - 54 14 15 14 15 18 11
55 - 64 10 8 11 8 13 10
65 and over 5 3 5 4 2 2
Mean age
(4)(actual) 37 35 38 37 37 36
Fig 6-7 (a) Distribution of users of main booking methods
amt anaLtai_ 1981/82 
Base = all those who booked at the box-office
in person, by phone, or by post, at agencies,
at Leicester Square booth, or through an
inclusive package.
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Booking Method. 1985/86 
Box office: 
In	 ay_	 i3A.
	
Person Phone Post
	 Agency Booth Package
Weighted base	 2550
Lam group %
1608
%
304
%
1039
%
232
%
255
16 - 18 11 11 13 10 9 17
19 - 24 34 13 9 15 20 14
25 - 34 23 30 17 22 27 24
35 - 44 15 24 27 23 14 16
45 - 54 9 13 20 16 14 9
55 - 64 5 6 10 9 10 11
65 and over 3 3 4 5 6 9
Mean age (actual) 31 35 38 37 37 37
Fig 6-7 (b) Distribution of users of main booking methods
124 age group. 1985/86 
Base = all those who booked at the box-office
in person, by phone, or by post, at agencies,
at Leicester Square booth, or through an
inclusive package.
•
Only two groups showed a change in mean age in 1985/86. The
mean age of those who booked at the box-office in person
was the only one to show a decrease in 1985/86 and users of
this booking method had the youngest mean age in 1985/86.
Those booking by means of an inclusive package were the
only group to show an increase in mean age in 1985/86.
Those who booked by post to the theatre box-office
consistently had the oldest mean age.
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The 25-34's formed the largest age group of users of
personal booking at the box-office in 1981/82, the 19-24's
in 1985/86.
The age distribution of those who booked by telephone to
the box-office showed relatively little change between
1981/82 and 1985/86. The 25-34's consistently formed the
largest age group of telephone bookers. In 1981/82, this
group had the youngest mean age.
In 1981/82, 25-34's formed the largest age group of those
who booked by post to the theatre box-office, but in
1985/86, the 35-44's did so.
The 25-34's formed the largest age group of agency users in
1981/82, and the 35-44's in 1985/86, although the
difference between these two age groups in percentage of
agency users accounted for was small in both survey
periods.
•
The 25-34's formed the largest age group of booth users in
both survey periods.
••••
Package bookers were the most polarised between the
youngest and oldest age groups of any of the six main
booking groups analysed in 1985/86, with the highest
percentages of both 16-18's and 65 and overs.
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The following table shows the distribution of of each of
the four frequency groups of London theatre-going analysed
in section 1 of chapter 4, by their use of the six main
booking methods. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86
figures follow in brackets.
Frequency group (London theatre-qoinq) 
New
Visitors	 Occasionals Frequent Regular
Weighted base	 2549(2011)
Booking method
2791(1742) 4555(2140) 1740(579)
B.off.	 in person 28 (46) 32 (40) 37 (39) 38 (42)
B.off ice by phone 18 (19) 22 (29) 25 (28) 20 (24)
B.office by post 2 (1) 5 (3) 10 (7) 22 (16)
Ticket agency 29 (17) 22 (16) 14 (12) 7 (12)
Leicester Sq.booth 5 (6) 6 (5) 4 (4) 4 (4)
Inclusive package 7 (8) 4 (5) 1 (2) * (*)
Fig 6-8 Distribution of each frequency qroup 1
 by. main
booking methods used
Base = all respondents
All frequency groups except new visitors were more likely
to book in person at the box-office than by any other
method in 1981/82. All frequency groups used the box-office
in person more than any other booking method in 1985/86,
and new visitors changed from being the least likely to the
most likely frequency group to do so. The new audience
gained among the new visitors category in 	 1985/86
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transacted most of their bookings at the box-office in
person. In 1981/82, use of the theatre box-office for
personal booking increased as frequency of theatre-going
increased, but there was no direct relationship between
frequency of London theatre-going and use of the box-office
for personal booking in 1985/86.
Occasional and frequent theatre-goers were consistently the
most likely frequency groups to book by phone to the box-
office. All frequency groups increased their use of phone
booking to the box-office in 1985/86.
Use of postal booking to the box-office consistently
increased as frequency of London theatre-going increased,
and regular theatre-goers were by far the most likely group
to book by post to the box-office, although the percentage
of sales to regulars which were accounted for by postal
bookings fell in 1985/86. Postal bookings by regular
theatre-goers fell from around 300,000 in 1981/82 to around
140,000 in 1985/86.
•
New visitors were consistently the most likely group to
book at agencies. Although the percentage of sales to them
which was made at agencies declined in 1985/86, this in
fact represented a small increase in agency sales to this
group.	 Around 540,000 agency sales were made to new
visitors in 1981/82, and around 560,000 in 1985/86.	 The
high level of use of agencies among this group compared
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with other frequency groups may have been the result of a
lack of knowledge of more direct booking methods.
Occasional theatre-goers were the most likely frequency
group to use Leicester Square booth in 1981/82, new
visitors in 1985/86. These two frequency groups contained
higher percentages of holidaymakers than did the other two,
and the former two groups were therefore more likely to
have found it convenient to queue for tickets during the
booth opening hours.
Inclusive packages were consistently used most by new
visitors, and hardly at all by regular theatre-goers. As
with agencies, the higher use of inclusive packages may
have reflected a lack of knowledge among new visitors of
the various booking options, but also may have indicated
that they were not in general very interested in theatre,
but had had tickets provided as part of their holiday or
travel package.
The following table shows the distribution of London
theatre-going frequency for users of each of the six main
booking methods.
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godslaa Method. 1981/82 
Box office: 
In	 11	 ay.
Person Phone Post Agency Booth Package
Weighted base 3946 2531 1009 1969 470 322
Visits in previous
12 months % % % 7. •
This is first visit 19 18 5 36 24 50
1 other 12 12 6 16 15 24
2 others 11 12 8 13 14 10
3 - 6 others 29 29 24 23 21 12
7 - 11 others 13 15 20 7 13 3
12 or more others 16 14 37 5 13 1
Mean frequency
(5)(actual) 3 3 5 2 2 1
Fig 6-9 (a) Distribution of users of main booking methods 
frequency of London theatre-going, 1981/82 
Base = all those who booked at the box-office
in person, by phone, or by post, at agencies,
at Leicester Square booth, or through an
inclusive package.
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Booking Method 1985/86 
Box office: 
In 121
Phone Agency Booth	 PackagePerson Post
Weighted base 2551 1608 301 1035 228 255
Visits in previous
12 months % V. %
This is first visit 34 23 8 33 39 53
1 other 14 16 6 14 14 15
2 others 12 16 9 12 12 18
3 - 6 others 22 26 30 26 19 13
7 - 11 others 9 11 18 9 8 5
12 or more others 9 8 29 6 8 1
Mean frequency
(actual) 2 2 4 2 2 i
Fig 6-9 (b) Distribution of users of main booking methods
12. frequency of London theatre-going, 1985/86 
Base = all those who booked at the box-office
in person, by phone, or by post, at agencies,
at Leicester Square booth, or through an
•
inclusive package.
In general, those who booked at the theatre box-office, by
whatever method, were more frequent London theatre-gders
than were those who booked by the other methods analysed,
although mean frequency of London theatre-going among those
who used the theatre box-office did decline in 1985/86,
while remaining stable for those who used the other booking
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methods. In 1981/82, the 3-6 other visits category formed
the largest frequency group of those who booked in person
at the box-office, whereas in 1985/86, those who were
making their first visit in 12 months to a London theatre
were the largest frequency group among those who booked in
person at the theatre box-office.
The	 largest	 frequency group of phone	 bookers was
consistently those making 3-6 other visits.
Postal bookers had a higher mean frequency of London
theatre-going than those using any of the other main
booking methods analysed.
The distribution of frequency of London theatre-going among
agency users was almost identical over the two survey
periods, with those on their first visit in 12 months
accounting for the largest frequency group of agency users,
and around one-third of all agency sales.
,
Those on their first visit to a London theatre in 12 months
also formed the largest frequency group of users of
Leicester Square booth in both survey periods. Booth users
I
contained the highest percentage of those making 12 or more
other visits of users of any of the methods of booking
which did not involve the theatre box-office.
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Package booking users were more likely to be making their
first London theatre visit in 12 months than were users of
any of the other main booking methods analysed, with around
half of all packaged sales in both survey periods going to
this frequency group. Package bookers had the lowest mean
frequency of London theatre-going of users of any of the
booking methods analysed, suggesting that a number of
package bookers might not have gone to the London theatre
at all if a package had not been organised for them.
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(2) Advance and day of performance bookinq 
Both the 1981/82 and 1985/86 surveys included a question on
whether bookings had been made in advance of the day of
performance or on the day. The following additional
information on when respondents booked was requested in the
1981/82 surveys only; a further breakdown was requested
from respondents on time of booking, with day of
performance bookings were divided into those made within an
hour of the performance, that is, "on the door" sales, and
those made earlier on the day, while bookings made in
advance of the day of performance were divided into those
made before the day of the performance and less than a week
beforehand, and those made a wee%c or more in advance;
respondents were asked whether tickets had been obtained
•
close to the time of curtain up through one of the Standby
schemes (6) ; and overseas visitors were asked whether their
tickets had been booked prior to their arrival in the U.K.
The following table shows the distribution of the West End
audience by whether they booked in advance or on the day of
performance. Figures in bracket are the estimated number
of sales made at each time.
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1981/82 1985/86
Weighted base 11645 6482
When booked % sales % sales
(millions) (millions)
In advance 63 (5.5) 57 (6.0)
Day of performance 37 (3.3) 43 (4.6)
Fig 6-10 Distribution of the West End audience by. when
booked 
Base=all respondents
In both survey periods, more sales were made in advance of
the day of performance than were made on the day, although
the percentage of total sales which were made on the day of
performance showed an increase in 1985/86. The number of
on the day sales increased by 397. in 1985/86, while
advance sales increased by only 107..
In 1981/82, bookings made a week or more prior to the
performance accounted for the largest category of sales,
and on the door sales the smallest category. 137. of all
sales had been made within an hour of the performance
(equivalent to 367. of day of performance sales) and 247.
earlier on the day of performance (equivalent to 647. of on
the day sales). 217. of all sales had been made before
the day of performance and less than a week beforehand
(equivalent to 337. of advance sales) and 427. a week or more
before the performance (equivalent to 677. of advance
sales).
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In 1981/82, 47. of respondents said that their ticket had
been obtained through a Standby scheme, equivalent to about
350,000 sales, or 117. of on the day sales. 167. of all
sales to students were made through a Standby scheme, and
full-time students accounted for around 727. of Standby
sales.	 This meant that around 250,000 student Standby
sales were made during the 181/82 survey period.
In 1981/82, 167. of overseas visitors said they had had
their tickets pre-booked before their arrival in the U.K.,
equivalent to around 380,000 sales made in this way. 837.
of pre-bookers were attending a production that they had
heard of prior to their arrival in the U.K.	 Overseas
visitors in the autumn and winter months were more likely
•
to have pre-booked tickets than those visiting during the
spring and summer months. Those who had pre-booked were
most likely to be from the U.S.A., Sweden, Canada and South
Africa, and pre-bookers were more likely to be in London on
holiday than on business. Educational groups and other
organised parties formed a large section of those who had
had their tickets pre-booked. , 337. of pre-bookers were
students, and 297. were attending the theatre as part of a
large group of 12 or more. 337. of pre-bookers had obtained
their tickets through a ticket agency in the U.K., 217.
through an agency overseas, and 157. had their tickets,- as
part of an inclusive package deal with travel and/or
accommodation. Most of the remaining bookings for this
group were, according to respondents, made by friends or
relatives living in the U.K.
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The following tables show the distribution of each area of
residence group by whether they booked in advance or on the
day of performance, and the area of residence distribution
of those who booked in advance and on the day of
performance. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86
figures follow in brackets.
Area of residence
Overseas
London
Rest U.K.Boroughs
Weighted base 3113 (2390) 4666 (2395) 3850 (1674)
When booked % % %
In advance 42 (38) 71 (68) 69 (64)
Day of performance 58 (62) 29 (32) 31 (36)
Fig 6-11 Distribution of each area of residence group1 
by. when booked 
Base = all respondents
When booked
Day of performanceIn advance
Weighted base 7325 (3680) 4304	 (2779)
Area of residence
Overseas 18 (24) 43 (52)
London boroughs 46 (42) 30 (26)
Rest U.K. 36 (34) 27 (22)
Fig 6-12 Distribution of advance and day of performance 
bookers	 area of residence 
Base = all respondents
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Only overseas visitors were more likely, in either survey
period, to book on the day of performance than to book in
advance, although there was an increase in the level of on
the day booking by each area of residence group in 1985/86.
Overseas visitors formed the largest group of those who
booked on the day of performance, especially in 1985/86,
when they accounted for over half of all the day of
performance sales.
London boroughs residents were the most likely area of
residence group to book in advance, and they formed the
largest group of those who booked in advance. They were,
however, more likely in 1981/82 to make use of Standby
schemes than were either overseas or other U.K. residents.
•
Presumably they were more willing to take a chance on the
availability of Standby, as they could easily return to the
theatre on another day if Standby were unavailable, whereas
visitors to London could not as readily afford to take a
chance if they were only in London for a short time. 5% of
sales to London boroughs residents (around 172,000
tickets), 4% to overseas visitors (around 93,000 tickets)
and 3% to the rest U.K. group (around 85,000 tickets) were
made on Standby.
The following tables shows the distribution of each sex by
whether they booked in advance or on the day of
performance, and the sex distribution of those who booked
in advance and on the day of performance. 1981/82 figures
are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
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Sex
Female	 Male
Weighted base 6756 (3129) 4881 (3315)
When booked 7.
In advance 67 (62) 57 (52)
Day of perf. 33 (38) 43 (48)
Flg 6-13 Distribution of each Evil_ when booked 
Base = all respondents
When booked 
In advance 
Weighted base	 7337 (3673)
Sex
Female	 61	 (53)
Male	 39	 (47)
Day of performance 
4300 (2771)
51	 (43)
49	 (57)
Fig 6-14 Distribution of advance and bai of performance 
bookers. by. sex
Base = all respondents
•
Both sexes were more likely to book in advance than on the
day of performance, and women were more likely than men to
do so. Women consistently accounted for the majority of
those who booked in advance.	 However, the number of
advance bookings made by women decreased by 67., or around
0.2	 million, in 1985/86, while the number of advance
bookings by men increased by 337., or around 0.7 million.
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In 1981/82, 57. of sales to men and 47. of those to women
were made on Standby, but because of the numerical
predominance of women in that survey period, the majority
of Standby users were female.
The following tables show the distribution of each age
group by whether they booked in advance or on the day of
performance, and the age distribution of those who booked
in advance and on the day of performance.
Age Group. 1981/82
35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34
Weighted base 927 2095 3145 2331 1740 908 452
When booked % V. % % % % %
In advance 75 57 64 68 65 63 66
Day of pert. 25 43 36 32 35 37 34
Age Group. 1985/86
35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34
Weighted base 763 1418 1535 1218 769 437 251
When booked % % % % % % %
In advance 55 39 58 70 65 65 61
Day of perf. 45 61 42 30 35 35 39-
Fig 6-15 Distribution of each age group. by. when booked 
Base = all respondents
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When booked 
Weighted base
ARE group
In advance Day of performance
7306
7.
(3632) 4292 (2759)
7.
16 - 18 8 (11) 6 (12)
19 - 24 16 (15) 20 (32)
25 - 34 27 (25) 27 (23)
35 - 44 21 (24) 18 (14)
45 - 54 15 (13) 15 (10)
55 - 64 9 (8) 10 (6)
65 and over 5 (4) 4 (3)
Mean age (actual) 37 (37) 37 (32)
Fig 6-16 Distribution of day of performance and
advance bookers by. age arouo 
Base = all respondents
All age groups, except the 19-24's in 1985/86 only, were
more likely to book in advance than on the day of
performance.
In 1981/82, the 16-18's were the most likely age group to
book in advance. A high percentage of this age group were
on organised trips. Theatre-going was evidently more
casual among the 16-18's in 1985/86, when they became the
second least likely age group to book in advance.
The 19-24's were consistently the least likely group to
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book in advance. This age group contained a high
percentage of students, many of whom would wish to wait
until the day of performance to try for reduced price
Standby tickets. In 1985/86, the 19-24's became much more
likely than any other age group to book on the day of
performance, and were the only age group who were more
likely to book on the day of performance than in advance.
All the under 35 age groups showed an increased likelihood
to book on the day of performance in 1985/86, while for
most of the 35 and over groups, there was little change in
when their bookings were made. The 35-44's were the most
likely age group to book in advance in 1985/86. There was
a particularly large percentage swing towards on the day
booking by the 65 and avers.
The mean age of those who booked on the day of performance
decreased in 1985/86, while that of those who booked in
advance remained stable. From having the same mean age as
advance bookers in 1981/82, day performance bookers
changed to having a mean age 5 years lower in 1985/86.
+In 1981/82, the 25-34's were the most important age group
among those who booked on the day of performance, while in
1985/86 19-24's became the most important age groop,
accounting for nearly one-third of all on the day sales.
The under 25's accounted for 447. of all on the day sales in
1985/86, compared with 267. of advance sales. The age
distribution of advance bookers was very similar in both
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survey periods, with the 25-34's consistently forming the
largest age group of those who booked in advance.
The mean age of users of Standby in 1981/82 was 26.
The following tables show the distribution of each of the
four frequency groups of London theatre-going analysed in
section 1 of Chapter 4 by whether they booked in advance or
on the day of performance, and the London theatre-going
frequency distribution for those who booked in advance and
on the day of performance. 1981/82 figures are given
first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
Frequency group (London theatre-qoinq) 
New
Visitors Occasionals Frequent Requlars 
Weighted base	 2560(2009) 2789(1748) 4546(2139) 1748(570)
When booked 
In advance	 54 (46)	 61 (59)
	 69 (65)
	 74 (64)
Day of perf.	 46 (54)	 39 (41)
	 31 (35)	 26 (36)
Fig 6-17 Distribution of each frequency group. t4 when booked 
Base = all respondents
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Weighted base
Visits in previous 12 mths
When booked
Day of performanceIn advance
7346 (3707) 4297	 (2759)
This is first visit 18 (25) 29 (39)
1 other 11 (15) 14 (14)
2 others 11 (13) 12 (12)
3 - 6 others 28 (26) 24 (19)
7 - 11 others 15 (11) 10 (7)
12 or more others 17 (10) 11 (9)
Mean frequency (actual) 3 (2) 2 (2)
Fig 6-18 Distribution of advance bookers and day of
performance bookers	 frequency of London 
theatre-going 
Base = all respondents
In 1981/82, all frequency groups were more likely to book
in advance than on the day of performance and there was a
clear relationship between a high frequency of London
theatre-going and a high level of advance booking, with the
one increasing as the other did. In 1985/86, new visitors
remained the most likely group to book on the day of
performance, and were the only group to be more likely to
book on the day of performance than to book in advance.
Regular theatre-goers, however, did not remain the most
likely group to book in advance in 1985/86, when they were
slightly less likely than frequent theatre-goers to do so.
Regular theatre-goers showed a larger percentage swing
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towards day of performance booking in 1985/86 than any
other frequency group. An increased casualness in London
theatre going, as indicated by booking habits, was apparent
among the regular theatre-goers group in 1985/86.
In 1981/82, those who booked in advance had a higher mean
frequency of London theatre-going than those who booked on
the day of performance, but in 1985/86, both had the same
mean frequency. The percentage of advance sales which were
accounted for by those making their first visit in 12
months to a London theatre increased in 1985/86, while the
percentage accounted for by those who had made 12 or more
other visits to London theatres in the past 12 months
decreased. Advance bookings by the latter group of
regular theatre-goers decreased from around 1.0 million in
1981/82, to around 0.6 million in 1985/86, while advance
bookings by those making their first visit in 12 months to
a London theatre increased from around 1.0 million to
around 1.5 million.
•
There was no significant difference in frequency of London
theatre-going among users of the Standby scheme and other
theatre-goers.
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(3) Method of paying for tickets 
In both survey periods, respondents were asked their ticket
had been paid for. Two additional questions on credit card
ownership and use were included in the 1981/82 surveys.
These were; whether a credit card was held, and if so,
which one, and whether credit cards had been used in the
past to pay for theatre tickets. In 1985/86, no additional
questions on credit card use or ownership were included,
but in the question on payment method used, respondents who
said they had paid by credit card for the performance
surveyed were asked to indicate which one they had used.
The following table shows the distribution of methods of
payment for tickets for the performance surveyed. Figures
in brackets are the estimated number of sales which were
paid for by each of these methods.
.01
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1981/82 1985/86
Weighted base 11631 6498
Method of payment % sales % sales
(millions) (millions)
Cash 44 (3.9) 50 (5.3)
Cheque 23 (2.0) 17 (1.8)
Credit card 25 (2.2) 26 (2.8)
Tokens (1985/86 only) n/a (n/a) 1 (0.1)
Packaged booking 3 (0.3) 4 (0.4)
Other, inc. complimentary 5 (0.4) 2 (0.2)
Fig 6 19 Distribution of the West End audience lay_ methods 
of payment used
Base = all respondents
Cash was used to pay for theatre tickets more often than
any other method, and 1985/86 saw a large rise in cash
sales, of 367., with around half of all sales in 1985/86
paid for by cash.
Credit card was the second most often used method of
payment, and credit card sales also increased in 1985/86,
though by a smaller percentage than cash sales, by 277.. In
1981/82, 667. of the audience were credit card holders.
Visa was the most commonly held card. 417. of card holders
had a Visa card, 367. an Access card, 187. an American
Express card, and 67. a Diners Club or other card. 337. of
all card holders had used their cards to pay for tickets
for the performance surveyed (337. of Visa holders, and 377.
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each of Access and American Express card holders), and
about 87. of non card holders had had their tickets for the
performance surveyed paid for by credit card, presumably by
card holding companions. 637. of card holders had at some
time used their credit card to buy theatre tickets for
performances other than that surveyed. In 1985/86,
respondents were asked only to state which credit card they
had used to pay for tickets for the performance surveyed,
if applicable. Visa was the most often used card, and
payments by Visa accounted for 127. of all sales (around 1.3
million tickets), Access for 107. (around 1.1 million
tickets), American Express for 47. of sales (around 0.4
million tickets) and Diners Club for less than 17. of all
sales (around 59,000 tickets).
Cheque was the third most often used method of payment. The
number of sales paid for by cheque fell by 107. in 1985/86.
Theatre tokens for West End performances, which operate in
the same way as book or record tokens, were introduced in
1984, and the 1985/86 surveys produced a figure of about 17.
of all sales, or around 135,000 tickets in that period
being paid for by tokens.(7)
The other methods of payment mentioned were; package
bookings, (although payment for the package itself would
have been made by one of the aforementioned methods); and
various complimentary ticket schemes, operated by the
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theatre itself, or by clubs or at the work place. Together,
these methods of payment accounted for less than 107. of all
sales, in both survey periods.
The following table shows the distribution of each area of
residence group by methods of payment used.
	 1981/82
figures	 are given first, 1985/86 figures follow 	 in
brackets.
Area of residence 
Overseas
London
Rest U.K.Boroughs
Weighted base 3114 (2394) 4652 (2400) 3838 (1682)
Method of payment % %
Cash 66 (66) 34 (43) 38 (37)
Cheque 6 (7) 30 (18) 29 (26)
Credit card 17 (16) 31 (32) 27 (35)
Tokens (85/86 only) n/a (1) n/a (1) n/a (*)
Packaged booking 5 (10) * (1) 5 (2)
Other 6 (2) ,	 5 (5) 1 (*)
Fig 6-20 Distribution of each area of residence group IIK
methods of payment used
* = less than 0.57.
....
Base = all respondents
All area of residence groups used cash more often than any
other method of payment. Overseas visitors and London
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boroughs residents consistently used credit cards most
often after cash, while other U.K. residents used cheques
most often after cash in 1981/82, and credit cards in
1985/86.
Cash accounted for the majority of payments by overseas
visitors.	 Overseas visitors were much less likely than
U.K. residents to pay by cheques or credit cards.	 Their
lower use of cheques could be accounted for by overseas
banks cheques not being negotiable in the U.K., but the
major credit cards which were likely to be held by overseas
visitors are accepted in London theatres. 687. of overseas
visitors held a credit card in 1981/82, but only 267. of
overseas credit card holders had used their card to
purchase theatre tickets for the performance surveyed,
compared with the 677. of overseas credit card holders who
had used their card for tickets for some other theatre
performance. The comparable figures for the U.K. audience
in 1981/82 were 657. holding a credit card, 437. of card
holders using it to pay for tickets for the performance
surveyed, and 677. of card holOers using it for other
theatre performances. The lower use of credit cards to pay
for London theatre tickets among overseas visitors may have
stemmed from a lack of understanding of how to use credit
cards at London theatres, or from the reluctance of sOme
West End theatre box-offices to accept credit cards close
to the performance starting time, overseas visitors being
particularly likely in 1981/82 to purchase their tickets on
the door.
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In 1981/82, London boroughs residents' purchases were
fairly evenly spread between cash, cheque and credit card
payments, but in 1985/86 there was a swing among this group
towards cash payments, while the number of cheque payments
they made showed a substantial decrease. In 1981/82,
London boroughs residents were the most likely area of
residence group to pay by credit card, but in 1985/86,
other U.K. residents made a higher percentage of their
payments by credit card than London boroughs residents did.
The actual number of credit card payments made by London
boroughs residents remained slightly higher than that made
by other U.K. residents, however, because of the former
group's numerical predominance. London boroughs residents
made around 1.0 million credit card payments in 1981/82 and
around 1.1 million in 1985/86, and the rest . U.K. group
around 0.8 million in 1981/82, and around 1.0 million in
1985/86.
The rest U.K. group was the only one to show a decline,
although a small one, in the percentage of purchases which
were paid for by cash in 1985/86., In 1981/82, cheques were
used slightly more often than credit cards by this group,
but in 1985/86, credit card usage among this group
increased, and credit cards became the second most commonly
used method of payment among this group. In 1985/86, this
group made a higher percentage of their payments by credit
card than did the other area residence groups.
The	 following	 table shows the	 area	 of	 residence
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distribution of users of the three most commonly used
methods of payment, and of tokens users. An analysis of
those making packaged bookings users has already been made
in the section on booking methods used. 1981/82 figures
are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
Method of payment 
Credit 
Cash
	
Cheque	 Card	 Tokens 
Weighted base	 5116(3242) 2671(1106) 2918(1697) n/a (78)
Area of residence %
Overseas	 41 (49)	 7 (16)	 19 (21) n/a (47)
London boroughs	 31 (30)	 51 (39)	 48 (42) n/a (48)
Rest U.K.	 28 (21)	 42 (44)	 33 (37) n/a (5)
Fig 6-21 Distribution of users of main payment methods
by. area of residence 
Base=all who paid by cash, cheque, credit card or
tokens
Overseas visitors consistently formed the largest group of
cash users.
In 1981/82, London boroughs residents accounted for the
majority of cheque payers, but in 1985/86, there was a
substantial decrease in cheque payments by London boroughs
residents, from around 1.0 million in 1981/82, to around
0.6 million in 1985/86, and the rest U.K. group became
the largest group of cheque users.
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The area of residence distribution of credit card users
showed little change over the two survey periods, with
London boroughs residents consistently forming the largest
group of credit card users. In 1981/82, 297. of Visa
holders were from overseas, 417. from London boroughs, and
307. from other parts of the U.K. Americans, Canadians, and
South Africans were the most likely groups of overseas
visitors to be Visa holders. 247. of Access holders were
from overseas, 427. from London boroughs, and 347. from other
parts of the U.K. Access cards were more common than Visa
cards among visitors from the Scandinavian countries. 527.
of American Express holders were from overseas, about two-
thirds of them from the U.S.A., and this was also quite a
commonly held card among Australians. In 1985/86, those
using the three major cards to pay for tickets for the
performance surveyed were most likely to come from: Visa
users - from London boroughs; Access users - from other
parts of the U.K.; and American Express users - from
overseas, especially from the U.S.A. and Switzerland.
Tokens users were almost equally i likely to be from London
boroughs or overseas, with very few from other parts of the
U.K.
The following tables shows the distribution of each sex by
payment methods used, and the sex distribution of users of
the three most commonly used payment methods, and of tokens
users. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures
follow in brackets.
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Weighted base
Method of payment
Sex
Male
(3306)
Female
6754 (3180) 4870
Cash 42 (47) 49 (54)
Cheque 25 (19) 19 (14)
Credit card 24 (27) 27 (26)
Tokens (85/86 only) n/a (1) n/a (1)
Packaged	 booking 4 (4) 2 (5)
Other 5 (2) 3 (*)
Fig 6-22 Distribution of each sex 12.. methods of payment 
used
= less than 0.57.
Base = all respondents
Payment method 
Weighted base
Cash Cheque
Credit
TokensCard
5109(3269) 2666(1104) 2903(1688) n/a (78)
Sex 7. % % %
Female 55 (46) 64 (53) 55 (50) n/a (54)
Male 45 (54) 36 (47) 45 (50) n/a (46)
Fig 6-23 Distribution of users of main payment methods '
by. sex
Base = all who paid by cash, cheque, credit card
or tokens
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Both sexes consistently paid by cash more often than by any
other method. In 1981/82, cheque was the second most often
used method of payment among women, credit card among men.
In 1985/86, both sexes used credit cards most often after
cash.
Men were more likely than women to pay by cash, and the
majority of sales to men in 1985/86 were paid for by cash.
In 1981/82, even though men were more likely than women to
pay by cash, women accounted for the majority of cash
users, because of their numerical predominance in the West
End audience as a whole. The balance between the sexes
among those paying by cash altered in 1985/86, with a large
increase in the number of cash payments by men, from around
1.7 million in 1981/82 to around 2.8 million in 1985/86,
and men accounted for the majority of cash payers in the
second survey period.
Women were more likely than men to pay by cheque, and women
formed the majority of cheque payers in both survey
periods. However, cheque payments by women decreased from
around 1.3 million in 1981/82 to around 1.0 million in
1985/86, while cheque payments by men showed a small
increase, from around 0.7 million in 1981/82, to around 0.8
,-
million in 1985/86.
In 1981/82, men were slightly more likely than women to pay
by credit card, but in 1985/86, women were slightly more
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likely than men to do so. Women accounted for the majority
of credit card payers in 1981/82, although as with cash
payers, this was because of their numerical predominance.
In 1981/82, Visa holders were most likely to be female, and
Access holders to be male. American Express holders were
very much more likely to be male than female. In 1985/86,
credit card users were equally likely to be male or female.
In the 1985/86 sample of tokens users, they were more
likely to be female than male.
The following tables show the distribution of each age
group by payment methods used, and the age distribution of
users of the three most commonly used methods of payment,
and of tokens users. Where appropriate, 1981/82 figures
are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
•
I
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Age Group. 1981/82
16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Weighted base 921 2093 3142 2334 1738 902 458
Method of payment % % % % % % %
Cash 45 55 43 40 44 44 53
Cheque 26 22 24 24 22 21 22
Credit card 19 16 26 29 30 28 22
Packaged booking 5 2 2 4 2 3 1
Other 5 5 5 3 2 4 2
Age Group. 1985/86
16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Weighted base	 759 1409 1531 1209 764 429 250
Method of payment % % % % % %
Cash	 50 65 48 43 38 40 46
Cheque	 24 15 15 21 18 14 19
Credit card	 17 14 29 26 40 38 24
Tokens (85/86
only)	 * * * 3 * 1 -
Packaged booking	 7 3 4 4 3 7 11
Other	 2 3 4 3 1 * *
Fig 6-24 Distribution of each age group1
	 methods of
payment used
* = less than 0.5%
Base = all respondents
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Payment method
Credit
TokensCash Cheque Card
Weighted base 5107(3264) 2668(1102) 2897(1681) n/a(78)
Age g rou p 7. 7. % %
16 - 18 7 (12) 7 (16) 5 (7) n/a	 (4)
19 - 24 21 (31) 17 (18) 12 (11) n/a(10)
25 - 34 26 (23) 29 (21) 28 (26) n/a(10)
35 - 44 18 (16) 21 (22) 24 (25) n/a(62)
45 - 54 15 (9) 14 (13) 17 (18) n/a (5)
55 - 64 9 (6) 8 (6) 10 (10) n/a	 (9)
65 and over 4 (3) 4 (4) 4 (3) n/a	 (-)
Mean age (actual) 37 (32) 35 (34) 38 (38) n/a(39)
Fig 6-25 Distribution of users of main payment methods
kx aqe aroup 
Base = all those who paid by cash, credit card,
cheque or tokens
Cash was the payment method most often used by all age
groups, except the 45-54's in 1985/86 only.
The 19-24's, who also had the highest levels of day of
performance booking, were consistently the most likely age
group to pay by cash. The 16-18's and the 65 and avers
also had a high level of payment by cash.
Cheques were used most often by the 16-18's, and least
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often by the 55-64's. Cheque was the second most commonly
used method of payment among the under 25's, whereas for
all except one of the 25 and over age groups, credit cards
were the second most commonly used method of payment. The
exception was the 45-54's, in 1985/86 only, when they used
credit cards more than any other method of payment,
including cash.
Credit cards were most heavily used by the 45-54 age group.
Use of credit cards increased as a percentage of payments
among all the 45 and over age groups in 1985/86, while
decreasing among the under 25's and the 35-44's.
The only age group to make substantial use of 'tokens in
1985/86 was the 35-44's.
Cash users had the youngest mean age in 1985/86. Their mean
age was much lower in 1985/86 than in 1981/82. In 1981/82,
the 25-34's formed the largest age group of cash users, but
in 1985/86 it was the 19-24's, 9nd they accounted for
nearly one-third of cash payments in 1985/86 .
Cheque users had the youngest mean age in 1981/82. Their
mean age decreased in 1985/86, but not by as much as that
of cash users. The 25-34's formed the largest age group of
cheque users in 1981/82, but their numbers decreased in
1985/86, with cheque payments by this group decreasing from
around 0.5 million in 1981/82, to around 0.4 million in
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1985/86.	 The 35-44's formed the largest age group of
cheque users in 1985/86.
Credit card users consistently had the highest mean age
among u ers of the three major payment methods. They showed
little change in age distribution over the two survey
period , with the 25-34's consistently forming the largest
age group of credit card users. The mean age of all
credit card holders in 1981/82 was 39, compared with a mean
age of 38 among credit card users, indicating that the
older credit card holders were less likely to use their
card to pay for theatre tickets than the younger ones
were. In 1981/82, the mean age of both Visa and Access
holder was 39, and the mean age of American Express
holders was 41.
Tokens users in 1985/86 had a higher mean age than any of
the other three groups analysed, with the majority of
tokens users falling into the 35-44 age group.
The following tables show the distribution of each of the
four frequency groups of London theatre-going analysed in
section 1 of Chapter 4 by payment methods used, and the
London theatre-going frequency distribution of users of the
three most commonly used methods of payment, and of tokens.
Where appropriate, 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86
figures follow in brackets.
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Frequency group (London theatre-going) 
New
Visitors	 Occasionals Frequent	 Regulars
Weighted base	 2541(2008)
Method of
2788(1737) 4549(2140) 1741(581)
payment
Cash 54 (62) 46 (52) 42 (40) 36 (39)
Cheque 16 (13) 21 116) 26 120) 31 121)
Credit	 card 19 (16) 24 (25) 28 (34) 29 (37)
Tokens n/a (1) n/a (*) n/a (1) n/a (1)
Packaged booking 7 (8) 4 (5) 1 (2) * (*)
Other 5 (1) 6 (2) 3 (2) 4 (2)
Fig 6-26 Distribution of each frequency group112i methods 
of payment used
* = less than 0.57.
Base = all respondents
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Payment method 
Credit 
Cash	 Cheque	 Card	 Tokens 
Weighted base	 5102(3261) 2669(1101) 2895(1679) n/a(77)
Visits in previous 
12 months	 7.
This is first visit 27 (39) 	 15 (26)	 17 (21) n/a(39)
1 other	 13 (le)	 11 (11)	 11 (12) n/a (4)
2 others	 12 (11)	 12 (14)	 11 (13) n/a(10)
3 - 6 others	 25 (19)	 20 (27)	 29 (28) n/a(12)
7 - 11 others	 11	 (6)	 15 (11)	 15 (14) n/a(31)
12 or more others	 12	 (7)	 19 (11)	 17 (12) n/a (4)
Mean frequency
(actual)	 2	 (1)	 2	 (2)	 3	 (3) n/a (2)
•
Fig 6-27 Distribution of users of main payment methods
12i frequency of London theatre-aiming 
Base = all who paid by cash, cheque, credit card
or tokens
All frequency groups consistently used cash more often than
any other method of payment. There was a link between a low
frequency of London theatre-going and a high level of cash
use. This may have been because many visitors to London
were unaware of the possibility of using other methods cif
payment, or were unable to use other methods, such as
cheques drawn on overseas banks. All groups except
frequent theatre-goers showed an increase in the percentage
of purchases which they paid for by cash in 1985/86.
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High use of cheques and credit cards was linked with a high
frequency of London theatre-going. Use of both cheques
and credit cards to pay for tickets was highest among
regular theatre-goers.
Those who paid by cash had the lowest mean frequency of
London theatre-going in 1985/86, and those who paid by
credit card, consistently had the highest mean frequency
of London theatre-going. Users of credit cards showed the
least change in distribution of frequency of London
theatre-going between the two survey periods, users of cash
most change.
Tokens users were fairly evenly divided between 'those who
had made less than 3 and those who had made 3 or more other
visits to London theatres in the previous 12 months.
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(4) Relationship between booking methods used 1 when tickets 
were booked 1
 and methods of payment used
The following three pairs of tables show the relationships
between the main booking methods used, when bookings were
made, and how they were paid for. The first pair of tables
show the distribution of the major booking methods used by
when these bookings were made, and by the main methods of
payment used. The second pair of tables show the
distribution of day of performance and advance bookings by
the main methods of booking and of payment used for each.
The final pair of tables show the distribution of the three
most commonly used methods of payment by the main methods
of booking which they paid for and by when the booking was
made.
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Booking method. 1981/82 
Box office:
In
Agency Booth PackagePerson Phone Post
Weighted base 3960 2551 1043 1971 471 340
When booked V. % % V. % %
In advance 42 82 100 76 n/a 92
Day of performance 58 18 - 24 100 8
Booking method 1985/86 
Box office:
In Iii	 12.
Agency Booth PackagePerson Phone	 Post
Weighted base 2653 1622 318 1050 243 260
When booked % % % % % •
In advance 38 83 100 67 n/a 74
Day of performance 62 17 - 33 100 26
Fig 6-28 (a) Distribution of users of main booking methods
by_ when booking was made
Base = all those who booked at the box-office
in person, by phonevor by post, at agencies,
at Leicester Square booth or through an
inclusive package.
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Booking method 1981/82 
Box office:
In ii E_IY.
Post Agency Booth PackagePerson Phone
Weighted base 3957 2550 1039 1970 469 338
Method of payment % % % %
Cash 68 18 n/a 49 100 36
Cheque 14 24 75 25 n/a 57
Credit card 17 56 25 22 n/a 3
Booking method 1985/86 
Box office:
In Ey.
Phone
}Ix
Post Agency Booth PackagePerson
Weighted base 2651 1621 312 1046	 240	 260
Method of payment % % % % % •
Cash 76 16 n/a 46 100 56
Cheque 12 20 56 26 n/a 33
Credit card 13 62 40 21 n/a 9
Fig 6-28 (b) Distribution of users of main booking methods
12 main methods of payment used 
Base = all those who booked at the box-office
in person, by phone,or by post, at agencies, ,
at Leicester Square booth or through an
inclusive package.
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For the remaining tables in this section, 1981/82 figures
are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
When booked
nay. of PerformanceIn advance
Weighted base 7321 (3678) 4302 (2777)
Booking method %
Box office in person 24 (28) 54 (60)
Box office by phone 29 (37) 11 (10)
Box office by post 15 (9) - (-)
Ticket agency 20 (19) 12 (13)
Leicester Square booth n/a (n/a) 13 (10)
Inclusive package 4 (6) 1 (2)
Fig 6-29 (a) Distribution of advance and day of performance 
bookers 1
	main bookinq .
 methods used
Base = all respondents
When booked
, Day of performanceIn advance
Weighted base 7319 (3673) 4301 (2772)
Method of payment % %
Cash 28 (32) 74 (76)
Cheque 33 (24) 5 (8)
Credit card 32 (37) 13 (12)
Fig 6-29 (b) Distribution of advance and day of performance 
bookers by. main payment methods used
Base=all respondents
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Payment method 
Cash Cheque
Credit
Card
Weighted base 5114 (3238) 2666	 (1104) 2914 (1691)
Booking method
Box office in person 53 (62) 21 (27) 23 (20)
Box office by phone 9 (8) 23 (28) 50 (59)
Box office by post - - 28 (14) 9 (8)
Ticket agency 19 (14) 18 (24) 14 (13)
Leicester Sq. booth 9 (7) n/a (n/a) n/a (n/a)
Inclusive package 2 (4) 7 (87) * (1)
Fig 6-30 (a) Distribution of users of main payment methods
12x main bookings methods used
* = less than 0.57.
Base = all who paid by cash, cheque or
credit card
Payment method 
Cash Cheque
Credit
Card
Weighted base 5111 (3234) 2668 (1101) 2914 (1689)
When booked
In advance 39 (35) 92 (80) 81 (81)
Day of performance 61 (65) 8 (20) 19 (19).
Fig 6-30 (b) Distribution of users of main payment methods
12i when booked 
Base = all who paid by cash, cheque or
credit card
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Advance booking was highest among users of postal booking.
1007. of postal bookings were made in advance. Advance
booking levels were also high among package and phone
booking users.
Those who booked at the theatre box-office in person were
the only group to be more likely to book their tickets on
the day of performance than in advance. Day of performance
sales increased as a percentage of personal bookings at the
box office in 1985/86. Personal bookers at the box-office
accounted for the majority of day of performance sales in
both survey periods.
Agency users were the second most likely group to have made
their purchase on the day of performance. Day of
performance sales also increased as a percentage of agency
sales in 1985/86.
The majority of personal bookings at the box-office were
paid for in cash. Users of personal booking at the box-
office were less likely to pay by credit card than were
those using phone or postal booking to the box-office.
Those who booked by phone to the box-office were the most
likely group to pay by credit-card.
Cheque was the most commonly used method of payment among
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those who booked by post to the box-office. There was,
however, a swing among this group away from cheque payments,
towards a higher percenta ge of postal bookings being paid
for by credit card in 1985/86.
Cash was the most commonly used method of payment among
those who booked at agencies.
Cheques paid for the majority of packa%ed hookihr4s ih
1981/82, cash in 1985/86.
The largest section of advance sales were phone bookings to
the box-office, and the largest section of . day of
performance sales were personal bookings at the box-office.
The payment methods used for day of performance sales were
virtually unchanged between the two survey periods, with
cash payments being made for 74% of day of performance
sales in 1981/82, and for 76% in 1985/86.
	 Credit cards
,
were used more often than cheques for day of performance
bookings.
The distribution of payment methods used for advance
bookings did change in 1985/86, however, with a swing away
from cheques, which were the advance payment method most
often used in 1981/82, towards higher use of credit cards
and cash for advance bookings in 1985/86. Credit cards
378
became the method of payment most often used for advance
bookings in 1985/86.
In both survey periods, personal bookings at the box-office
accounted for the majority of cash sales. Around half of
all credit-card sales were phone bookings to the box-
office.
In both survey periods, the majority of cash payments were
made on the day of performance, and the majority of credit-
card payments made in advance. There was a substantial
change in 1985/86 in when cheque payments were made,
however, with a much higher percentage of cheque payments
being made on the day of performance in 1985/86 ' than in
1981/82.
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Notes to Chapter ,
 6
(1) Throughout this chapter, the unit of sale analysed is
the single ticket. If, for example, an individual
theatre-goer had purchased four tickets, each ticket
would be considered to be a "sale", rather than the
purchase of the four tickets being considered a single
transaction.
(2) See note (15), Chapter 1, for a detailed description of
the booth and its method of operation.
(3) Source of booth sales figures is the SWET Marketing
Office.
(4) See note (3), Chapter 2, for details of the method used
to calculate mean age.
(5) See note (4), Chapter 2, for details of the method used
to calculate mean frequency of theatre-going.
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(6) Standby schemes in the West End generally make reduced
price tickets available shortly before curtain-up,
usually half an hour beforehand, to certain groups such
as students, senior citizens, unemployed people and
holders of the under 24 Railcard. The precise
conditions of the Standby scheme vary from theatre to
theatre. Some theatres restrict availability of
Standby to full-time students only, while the National
Theatre, for example, generally makes Standby tickets
available to any theatre goer who is prepared to take a
ha ce on last minute availability of tickets.
(7) Most of the 1985/86 surveys took place within a year of
the introduction of the tokens scheme, and in its early
stages, not every West End theatre participated, so
that this asse sment of the importance of tokens as a
m th ds of paying for West End tickets may not reflect
the p pularity of tokens in 1987 and later years, when
the ystem is better established.
•
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CHAPTER 7 AUDIENCE SPENDING RELATED TO WEST END
THEATRE—GOING 
Following the completion of the survey programmes between
1981 and 1983, London theatre managements began to show an
interest in the possibility of carrying out an economic
impact study for the West End theatres. Studies of this
kind, which measure the effect of a particular type of
ARTS organisation, such as theatres, on the local economy,
had often been carried out in the USA in the late 1970's
and early 1980 • s. (1)	Spending in the local area by
audiences as a direct result of their theatre visit would
be one factor in an economic impact equation for the West
End theatres. It was decided to include questions on
audience spending in the 1985/86 survey programme,. with a
view to possible development of the findings into a
detailed economic impact study at a later date. This is
still under consideration at the time of writing.
Strictly speaking, if audience spending is to be considered
to be a direct contribution to the local economy, which is
attributable to the presence of the West End theatres, then
such spending should not have taken place locally if the
theatres had not been situated in that area. This is
impossible to establish with certainty. Respondents might
well have gone to a West End cinema that day, for example,
if the theatres were not there, and still spent money
locally in addition to the cost of the cinema tickets.
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Defining local spending also presented difficulties. It
was thought to be likely that visitors to London would not
necessarily understand the term West End if this were the
phrase used to describe the area surrounding most of major
London theatres, and at any rate, some of the theatres in
SWET membership are located outside what are usually
thought of as the central areas of London. The surveys
therefore attempted to establish the amount of expenditure
which was, in the words of the questionnaire, "directly
related to your theatre visit", and no mention was made in
the questionnaire of the area in which that expenditure
should have been made. It was nonetheless assumed that
mo t f the spending by audiences on items such as food and
drink would have been made in the areas around the majority
of West End theatres, because audiences were likely to
prefer not to have to travel far following a meal or a
drink before the performance. For categories of spending
such as public transport fares, much of the expenditure
incurred would in fact have been made outside the central
area by people travelling in to the centre of London, but
it would nonetheless represent a contribution by theatre-
goers to the revenue for transport systems which ran into
the central and West End area. Expenditure on baby-
sitting was included in the list of items respondents were
asked about, but with hindsight, it was realised that, '
although much of the expenditure on both baby-sitting and
travel would probably have been made outside London, this
type of expenditure had much less of a claim to be
considered as a contribution to the local economy than
expenditure on travel. This category of spending would be
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unlikely to be included in a future economic impact study
for the West 1-1(i theatres.
There were further difficulties in establishing accurate
figures. For example, separating expenditure on such items
as petrol and parking by how much could be attributed to
the theatre visits and how much to other reasons such as
h pping, or travelling to work, probably proved difficult
for respondents, although this difficulty had mat bees\
anti ipated when deciding on the wordings for this section
of the questionnaire. This was probably the reason for
imprecise figures, or sometimes no figure at all, being
given under this expenditure heading by some of those
respondents who said that they had travelled to the theatre
by car.
The same difficulty of assessing exact amounts attributable
to	 theatre-going would have applied to spending on
accommodation. In this case, however, it had been
anticipated that much of the spending on accommodation by
theatre goers visiting London could have been attributed to
a mixture of reasons such as sightseeing, shopping, etc.
and this section of the questionnaire therefore
specifically requested accommodation expenditure "only if
spent solely because of the theatre visit", with the
intention of establishing how much was spent on
accommodation for short breaks by people coming in to
London for theatre visits which necessitated overnight
stays. (2)
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There was also the problem that many of the audience might
not personally have spent money on the relevant items, but
would have had money spent on their behalf by another
member of their party. To try and overcome this
difficulty, respondents were asked to state the total
amount spent on each item or type of item by their party,
a d the number of people in the party. The former figure
was then divided by the latter to give the mean spending
per head for each member of the party, and the replies
cla ified as if the individual respondent had in fact been
re po ible for that item of expenditure themselves. It was
evident, however, that not all those in this situation did
omplete the questions as they related to their entire
party,	 ince.the percentage of respondents claiming that
they,	 r their party, had made any expenditure on a
pecific item, was, where relevant, usually lower than
w uld have been suggested by their replies elsewhere in the
questionnaire. For example, a lower percentage of
re pondents said that they, or someone in their party, had
spe t money on petrol and parking, than said they had
travelled to the theatre by car.
,
It will be clear that it was difficult to conduct the
measu ement of audience spending as a direct contribution
to the local economy with precision. A factor such as the
likely under reporting of some items of expenditure because
the individual did not personally incur the expenditure may
have led to an under estimate of the true figures for total
audience spending, while a factor such as the difficulty of
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separating total expenditure on some items into the amounts
incurred because of the theatre visit and for other reasons
may have led to a degree of over-estimation of expenditure
in some categories. In addition, this survey did not
attempt to distinguish between spending made locally or
elsewhere, owing to the difficulty of defining local in a
way that would be understood in the same way by every
member of an audience from a wide range of countries.
While more specific wordings of the questions might, in
retro pect, have helped with these difficulties, (for
example, asking respondents to attribute a proportion of
their total spending on items such as accommodation to the
theatre visit, and to specify the area in which the
expenditure	 took place) different and more detailed
w rding for each of the questions on expenditure would
have made this part of the questionnaire appear to
re po dents to be even more complex than it was, and might
have deterred them from completing this section at all. In
um, an economic impact study of this type is more
difficult to conduct, and is less likely to produce
accurate	 figures than an analysis of say,
	 audience
,
demographics.
The questionnaire requested information on expenditure on:
eating out/restaurants; public transport; sweets, drinks,
programmes, etc. in the theatre (to ensure that spending on
this type of item inside the theatre was not allocated by
respondents to another category, and therefore wrongly
counted as a contribution to the local economy rather than
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to the West End theatres themselves); sweets, drinks, etc.,
outside the theatre; petrol and parking; baby sitting; and
accommodation. A category was included for any other
expenditure, but almost all the replies written in for this
category were for expenditure on taxis. Spending on theatre
tickets was not included, since, with the exception of
agency fees, this was a contribution specifically to the
revenues of the theatres, and not to the local economy.
Agency fees were not asked about, since it was thought that
re pondents would not necessarily know how much of the cost
of the ticket was in fact an agency fee.
	 Details of
ticket reve ue for the theatres was already covered in the
box office sales research project. (3)
The following table shows the distribution of audience
spending on each of the aforementioned items.
•
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Satiric) out/restaurant 
(if planning to eat afterwards,
estimate requested)
Weighted base	 6264
Pmount soent 
Specified spent nothing 29
£2 or less
£2.01 to £5.00	 22
£5.01 to £10.00	 24
£10.01 to £15.00	 9
£15.01 to £20.00	 4
£20.01 to £30.00	 2
£30.01 to £40.00	 1
£40.01 or over	 1
M an spending per head
of those who spent
something (actual)	 £8.15 (4)
Fig 7 1 pi tribution of audience soendino on items
dire tiv related to theatre visit 1985/86 
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence
Base all respondents
Table continued on next page.
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Weighted base
Amount	 spent
Public Petrol/ Sweets etc
trans port parking in house
6230
%
6198
%
6192
7.
Specified spent nothing 55 BO 42
£1.00 or less 29 10 34
£1.01 to £2.00 8 4 18
£2.01 to £3.00 2 3 4
£3.01 to £4.00 2 * 1
£4.01 to £5.00 1 1 *
£5.01 to £6.00 1 * *
£6.01 to £10.00 1 1 *
£10.01 or over 2 * *
Mea	 pending per head
•
of th e who spent
omething (actual)	 £1.80	 £1.90
	 £1.10
Fig 7 1 Di tribution of audience spending on items directly 
relat d to theatre visit
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence
*=le s than 0.57.
Base-all respondents
Table continued on next page.
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Sweets etc. aga„
outside	 Ittting
	
Taxis
Weighted base 6230 6237 6206
Amount s pent % % %
Specified spent nothing 80 94 92
£1.00 or less 10 1 2
£1.01 to £2.00 7 2 2
£2.01 to £3.00 2 2 1
£3.01 to £4.00 * * 2
£4.01 to £5.00 * * *
£5.01 to £6.00 * * *
£6.01 to £10.00 * * *
£10.01 or over * - *
Mean spending per head
of tho e who spent
so ething (actual)
	
£1.35
	 £2.35
	 £2.65
Fig 7 1 Di tribution of audience spending on items directly 
related to theatre visit 1985/86 
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence
* less than 0.57.
Ba e all respondents
Table continued on ne t page.
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Accommodation 
Weighted base	 6193
Amount spent 
Specified spent nothing	 95
£5.00 or less	 1
£5.01 to £10.00	 1
£10.01 to £20.00	 1
£20.01 to £30.00
£30.01 to £40.00	 1
£40.01 to £50.00	 1
£50.01 or more
Mean spending per head
of those who spent
s mething (actual)	 £20.90
Fig 7 1 pi tribution of audience spending on items directly 
r lated to theatre visit
Mean pending to nearest 5 pence.
* les than 0.57.
Has all respondents
•
717. of re pondent said that th y had spent, or planned to
spend, m ey on eating out in connection with that day's
theatre visit (those who planned to eat afterwards being
asked to give an estimate of the amount), compared with the
757. who said they had, or planned to, eat out that day.
This di crepancy was largely accounted for by a number of
resp ndents who said they planned to eat after the
performa ce but who did not give an estimate of the amount
they were likely to spend. The most common category of
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expenditure on eating out was £5.01 to £10.00 per person.
767. of those who had spent money on eating out had spent
£10.00 or less per person. Only 67. of those spending money
on eating out had spent more than £20.00 per person. This
suggests that a full-scale restaurant meal was not the norm
when eating out in connection with a theatre visit. Wine
bar or bistro meals, and fast food restaurants and cafes
were probably much more commonly used by theatre-goers than
were re taurants.	 The mean amount spent per head among
th se who did spend something was £8.15. If this figure
is multiplied by the likely percentage of the overall
audience who would eat out on a London theatre visit during
the 1985/86 survey period (between the 717. who gave an
a	 unt of their p nding on this occasion, and the 797. who
aid that they would normally eat out on a London theatre
vi it),	 pe ding by theatre-g ers on eating out
	 in
e ti n with their theatre visits, during the nearest
cale dar year to the survey period, can be estimated at
betwee £61 million and £68 million. This amount was
equivalent to between 567. and 637. of total gross ticket
reve ue f r the theatres during the survey period, and the
am unt spent by those individuals who did spend money on
eating out was equivalent to 837. of the average price paid
for a West End ticket during that period. (5)
 Clearly, the
food busines in central London gained substantial amounts
of trade from the presence of the West End theatres,
although there may have been some reciprocal effect.
557. of the audience travelled to the theatre by public
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transport in 1985/86, and 457. spent money on public
transport. This means that 187. of those respondents who
travelled to the theatre by public transport did not pay to
do so, and presumably had passes or	 season tickets.
Although the questionnaire did not specify	 single or
return fares, since total expenditure was requested it was
umed that respondents gave return fares where
appr priate. The mean amounts a tually spent for each of
the three methods of public transport used suggested that
th's was the case. Mean spending per head of all those who
did sp d something on public transport was £1.80. 827. of
th e who pent something spent £2.00 or less, and only 47.
spe t £10.01 or more.
The following table shows the distribution of spending on
public transport by users of each of the three methods of
public transport during the 1985/86 survey period.
e
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Method of transport
TubeBus Train
Weighted base 610 663 2176
Amount spent
Specified	 pent nothing 14 12 21
£1.00 or less 40 21 42
£1.01 to £2.00 34 24 21
£2.01 to £3.00 e 16 6
£3.01 to £4.00 * 6 10
£4.01 to £5.00 * 4 *
£5.01 to £6.00 * 1
£6.01 to £10.00 * 10
£10.01 or more 3 6 -
Me n spending per head
f th se who spent
mething	 (actual) 6) £1.55 £3.20 £1.30
Fig 7-2 Distribution of audience spending on public 
trans p rt directly related to the theatre visit
for u ers of each method of public transport. 
;985/86 
•
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence.
-less than 0.5%
Ba e all public transport users
14% of bus travellers spent nothing on bus travel and
therefore probably had a pass. The largest category of
expenditure by bus users was £1.00 or less, and the mean
pending per head of those who did spend something was
394
£1.55, higher than the mean spending of tube users. 37. of
tho e who spent money on bus travel spent more than £10.00,
indicating that they came by long distance coach rather
than by London Regional Transport buses. (7)
British Rail users were the least likely group of public
transport users not to spend money on travel by public
transport, and were therefore probably the least likely
group of public transport users to have passes. Only 127. of
them did not pay for their travel to the theatre. The
largest expenditure category among rail users was £1.01 to
£2.00. The majority of those who spent money on rail travel
spe t £4.00 or less, and only 77. spent more than £10.00 per
head. Mean spending per head of those who spent soMething
on rail travel was £3.20.
Tub u rs were the most likely group of public transport
u er not to have incurred any expenditure on public
tra p rt when travelling to the theatre, and therefore
probably to have passes. 217. of them had spent nothing on
public transp rt. The majority of tube users spending
money on travel spent £1.00 or less, but 137. of tube users
wh had pent money spent more than £3.00. This suggests
that tube travel to the theatre from the outer districts
covered by the tube network was quite common. The mean
spending per head of those who spent something on tube
travel was £1.30.
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If it is assumed that most people who used public transport
to travel to the theatre went home by the same method (in
fact, the total number of return journeys by public
transport is likely to have exceeded the number of outward
Journeys to the theatre since some respondents would have
walked from work to the theatre, but returned home by
public transport), and that most people gave return fares
on their questionnaires, estimates can by made of the
total number of journeys on public transport by non-pass
holders during the survey period, which could reasonably be
attributed to theatre visits, and of the additional income
likely to have been generated by theatre-goers for each of
the major public transport networks. For the 1985/86 survey
period, if Journeys and expenditure by pass holders are
excluded, for buses the estimated figures are - 1.8 million
Journeys and £1.4 million income; for British Rail, 2.1
million Journeys and £3.4 million income; and for London
Underground, 5.7 million Journeys and £3.7 million income.
Total additional revenue for the public transport networks
which was generated by theatre-goers during the survey
period, was therefore around £8.5 million. For the London
Underground, the additional income genei-ated was equivalent
to Just over 27. of total non-pass passenger revenue during
the 1985/86 financial year. ce)
20% of respondents said they had spent money on petrol and
parking, compared with the 227. who said they had travelled
to the theatre by car. Since some expenditure on these
items must of necessity have been incurred by car
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travellers, or on their behalf, the discrepancy must be
accounted for either by those who found it difficult to
give an estimate of the actual cost of petrol used on the
Journey to the theatre and who spent no money on parking,
or by those who were driven in by friends, and who either
did not consider they themselves had spent anything or did
not know how much had been spent by their friends. Mean
spending per head of those who did claim to spend something
on petrol and parking was £1.90. This suggests that, while
it may have proved difficult for respondents to estimate
how much was spent on petrol because of their theatre
visit, some spending on petrol was included in most
people's figures, and not just parking fees. It is
unlikely that a figure of £1.90 per person would be
accounted for by parking fees only, especially as car
travellers were particularly likely to attend the theatre
in small groups; 35% of car travellers in 1985/86 were in
groups of 3-6. A conservative estimate of £4 million can
be made for total expenditure on petrol and parking
incurred by respondents because of their theatre visit
during the survey period.
•
Spending on drinks, sweets, programmes and related items
in-house was more common than similar expenditure outside
the theatre. 587. of respondents spent money on this type
of item in the theatre, and only 207. outside. The most
common category of in-theatre expenditure was £1.00 or
less, and the mean amount spent per head among those who
spent something was £1.10. These figures suggest that most
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people's spending in-house was restricted to a programme
and an ice cream or similar refreshment. Only 97. of those
spending money in house spent more than £2.00 per head. In-
house trade can be estimated from the survey results to
have been worth about £6.8 million during the survey
period. The actual figure is likely to have been higher,
since a number of West End theatres have in-house
restaurants or coffee bars, and any substantial spending
there by theatre-goers was likely to have been included in
their replies to the question on eating out/restaurant
e penditure, rather than as part of their additional in-
(9)house spending.
Outside the theatre, the most common category of spending
'
on items such as sweets and drinks was £1.00 or less.
Although fewer people spent money outside the theatre than
spent money inside, the mean amount spent outside the
theatre was higher, at £1.35 per head. An estimated £2.9
million worth of business in this expenditure category
would have come from theatre-goers during the survey
period.
,
Only 67. of respondents claimed to have spent money on baby-
sitting because of their theatre visit, and the mean amount
spent per head was £2.35. This would be equivalent to an
actual mean payment of £5.70 per baby-sitter in many cases,
if two adults from the same household were attending the
theatre together. Around £1.5 million would have been
spent by theatre goers on baby sitting payments during the
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survey period. Of this amount, an estimated £0.6 million
was made by those who lived in London boroughs, and could
probably therefore be considered to be a contribution to
the local economy as a direct result of the theatre visit.
Accommodation expenditure was requested only if it was
incurred solely because of the theatre visit. The 57. of
respondents who spent money on accommodation solely because
of their theatre visit spent a mean amount of £20.90 per
head. This suggests that bed and breakfast and guest
houses were more commonly used than were hotels. An
estimate of £11.1 million can be made for accommodation
expenditure resulting directly from theatre visits.
Under the any other expenditure category, only spending on
taxis featured significantly. 107. of respondents travelled
to the theatre by taxi, and 87. of respondents claimed to
have spent money on taxis. The mean spending per head by
those who spent somethIng was £2.65. It is likely that in
most cases the amounts given represented only journeys to
the theatre, as unlike most public transport users, taxi
users could not pay for a return trip on the outward
journey. An estimated £2.2 million was spent on taxi
journeys to the theatre during the survey period. Although
It is not possible to tell from the questionnaire how many
of those who travelled to the theatre by taxi did in fact
return by taxi, this figure can probably be almost doubled
to allow for return journeys, to something in the region of
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£4 million. The estimated total spending on taxis has been
set at less than twice the presumed number of single
journeys, to allow for the likelihood of some theatre-goers
taking a taxi to the theatre because they were uncertain of
its location, but returning by public transport once they
knew the theatre area.
Very few respondents mentioned any other type of
expenditure. There were occasional mentions of items such
as souvenir records and books, gifts to friends who had
purchased tickets or offered overnight accommodation, and
new outfits for special theatre outings, but the numbers in
each case were too small to allow any conclusions to be
made about total audience spending on these items.
The following table shows the percentage of each area of
re idence group who spent money on each of the major items
or types of item directly related to the theatre visit in
1985/86. Their mean spending on each item follows in
brackets.
•
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Area of residence 
Overseas London Rest
Borouahs U.K.
Weighted base 2313 2322 1629
Spent, money on %(mean E) %(mean E) %(mean E)
Eating out 84	 (8.50) 54	 (8.35) 77 (7.60)
Public transport 52	 (1.50) 38	 (1.30) 46 (2.80)
Petrol and parking 5	 (2.35) 27 (1.20) 31	 (2.65)
Sweets etc in house 48 (1.00) 63	 (1.15) 65	 (1.10)
Sweets etc outside 14	 (1.35) 22	 (1.25) 23 (1.55)
Babysitting 2	 (2.70) 9	 (2.55) 8 (1.70)
Accommodation 6(21.00) 4(19.85) 5(21.75)
Taxis 11	 (2.40) 6 (3.35) 6	 (2.15)
Fig 7-3 Spendina gm items directly related to theatre 
visit for ea h area of residence group. 1985/86 
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence. Mean amounts
are based only on those spending on the relevant
items.
Base-all respondents
•
London boroughs residents were the least likely area of
residence group to spend money on eating out. Many of them
would have been able to eat at home before setting out for
the theatre. Overseas visitors were the most likely group
to spend money on eating out. Overseas visitors who did
spend money on eating out spent the most per head, U.K.
residents from outside London the least.
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Overseas visitors were the most likely area of residence
group to spend money on public transport, but they spent
much less per head than those U.K. residents from outside
London who spent money on public transport. The latter
group would probably have further to travel, since many
overseas visitors would have centrally located hotels. In
1985/86, 637. of overseas visitors, 527. of London boroughs
residents, and 507. of other U.K. residents travelled to
the theatre by public transport, compared with 527. of
overseas visitors, 387. of London boroughs residents, and
467. of other U.K. residents spending money on public
transport. Therefore, the percentages of public transport
users from each area of residence group who were likely to
have been pass holders were; 177. of those overseas
visitors, 277. of those London boroughs residents and 87. of
those other U.K. residents, who travelled to theatre by
public transport.
U.K. residents from outside London were the most likely
area of residence group to spend money on petrol and
parking, and spent the most per head of those who did so.
,
London boroughs residents were much more likely than
overseas visitors to spend money on petrol and parking, but
the mean amount spent per head by those London boroughs
residents who did spend money on these items was
considerably less than that of the other two groups.
U.K. residents from outside London were the most likely
area of residence group to spend money on sweets,
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programmes, drinks and related items in-house, and overseas
visitors the least likely to do so. The low percentage of
overseas visitors who dleimed to have spent money on in-
house purchases may have been explained by the verbal and
written complaints received from some overseas visitors in
both survey periods about a charge being made for
programmes, when they were accustomed to free ones being
provided	 in their home country, with a consequent
resistance among some overseas visitors towards buying a
programme. London boroughs residents who spent money on
in house purchases spent a slightly higher mean amount than
the other two groups.
U.K. residents from outside London were the most likely
'
group to spend money on sweets, drinks etc outside the
theatre, and spent the highest amount per head on these
items. London boroughs residents, who spent the highest
amount per head in-house, spent the lowest amount per head
on similar purchases outside the theatre.
London boroughs residents were the rfiost likely group to
spend money on baby-sitting, overseas visitors the least
likely, but overseas visitors who did spend money on
babysitting spent the highest mean amount per head. U.K.
residents from outside London who spent money on
babysitting spent much less per head than the other two
area of residence groups did. Typical baby-sitting rates
were probably lower out of London than they were in London.
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Overseas visitors were the most likely group to have spent
money on accommodation solely because of their theatre
vlsit. Since the mean amount they spent per head was only
£21.00, this suggests that an overnight stop in London for
theatre going, while on their way to another destination in
the U.K., accounted for most of the accommodation spending
by overseas visitors which could be attributed solely to
the theatre visit. U.K. residents from outside London who
did spend money on accommodation spent more per head than
the other two groups. London boroughs residents who spent
money on accommodation spent the least per head. Most of
those London boroughs residents who spent money on
accommodation would have been from the outer parts of the
Greater London area, coming in to the central London area
for a short theatre-going break.	 i
Overseas visitors were the most likely group to write in,
under the any other spending heading, expenditure on taxis.
Although London boroughs residents were less likely than
overseas visitors to do so, those who did spent more per
head than overseas visitors. This suggests that overseas
visitors were more likely to come to the theatre from
central London locations than London boroughs residents
were.
The following table shows the percentage of each sex who
spent money on each of the major items or types of item
directly related to the theatre visit in 1985/86. Their
mean spending on each item follows in brackets.
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Sex
Female Male
Weighted base 3112 3152
Spent money on %(mean E) %(mean E)
Eating out 66	 (7.50) 75 (8.70)
Public transport 45	 (1.75) 44	 (1.85)
Petrol and parking 19 (1.70) 20 (2.05)
Sweets etc in house 58	 (1.00) 57 (1.15)
Sweets etc outside 18	 (1.05) 21	 (1.60)
Babysitting 6	 (2.05) 6 (2.65)
Accommodation 5(19.15) 5(22.60)
Taxis El	 (2.75) 8	 (2.45)
Fig 7-4 Spending on items directly related to the
theatre visit for each sex. 1985/86 
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence. Mean amounts
based only on those spending on the relevant items.
Base-all respondents
Men were more likely than women to spend money on eating
out, petrol and parking, and sweets etc outside the
theatre. Women were more likely than men to spend money on
public transport, and in-house purchases. However, only in
the case of eating out was there a substantial percentage
differences between the sexes. Men who spent money on all
the items examined, with the exception of taxis, spent more
per head than women who spent money on any of these items.
It is unlikely that this was due to social customs of men
paying for women's theatre outings, since the mean amounts
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spent are based on those who indicated that they or their
party spent something, and since women were not
significantly less likely than men to mention expenditure
on any item except eating out. Women who spent money on
eating out spent on average £1.20 less per head than men
who spent money on eating out.
In 1985/86, 217. of those women who travelled by public
transport, compared with 157. of men, did not incur any
additional expenditure on public transport, indicating a
higher proportion of pass holders among women than among
men.
The following tables show the percentage of each age' group
who spent money on each of the major items or types of item
directly related to the theatre visit in 1985/86, and their
mean spending on each item.
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Aae,
 group 
ik= cliz, 25- 35- 45- 55- 65 and
1(1 24 34 44	 54 64 over
Weighted base	 747 1365 1501 1172 761 451 269
S pent money on % % % % % % %
Eating out 63 66 72 76 77 73 66
Public transport 54 56 46 42 42 38 34
Petrol and parking 10 13 22 28 29 19 10
Sweets etc in house 49 54 64 64 58 54 36
Sweets etc outside 20 21 21 22 20 11 10
Babysitting 6 5 6 10 5 - 5
Accommodation 6 5 5 4 6 6 5
Taxis 6 7 7 9 9 11 9
Fig 7-5 (a) percentage of each age group spending money 
gja items directly related to the theatre visit
1985/86 
Base=all respondents
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group,
19-
as
1365
E
6.65
1.65
1.90
Sweets in house 1.00 1.00
1.05
1.85
20.30
Taxis	 2.30 2.85
1¢.=
Weighted base 747
tem_ spending E
Eating out 8.05
Public trans. 1.90
Petrol/parking 1.95
Sweets outside 1.40
Babysitting 1.40
Accommodation 18.60
25- 35- 45- 55- 65 and
a 44 54 64 over
1501 1172 761 451 269
7.40 8.85 10.20 9.40 8.45
1.80 2.10 1.75 1.60 1.40
1.55 1.75 2.35 2.05 1.85
1.25 1.05 1.05 1.10 1.15
1.55 1.45 1.25 1.30 2.05
3.60 2.20 2.10 1.70
19.30 22.80 22.10 24.70 31.10
2.15 2.75 2.30 3.05 3.65
Fig 7 5 (b) Mean amount of spending on items directrV 
related lg. the theatre visit. for each
age group. A985/86 
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence. Mean amounts
based only on those spending on relevant items.
Base all respondents
•
The 45-54's were the most likely age group to spend money
on eating out, and spent considerably more per head than
any other age group. The 16-18s were the least likely age
group to spend money on eating out, but it was those 19-
24's who spent money on eating out who spent the least per
head. It was probably the case that many of the 16-18s
who ate out were having their meal paid for by parents,
whereas the 19-24's were more likely to pay for their own
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meals, and many of them would be students on limited
budgets.
The 19-24's were the most likely age group to spend money
on public transport, the 65 and overs the least likely.
Those 35-44's who spent money on public transport spent the
most per head, the 65 and overs the least. Some of the 65
and overs would have had concessionary or free travel
passes, although only 177. of this age group who did travel
by public transport in 1985/86 did not incur any
expenditure on public transport. 297. of the 65 and avers
were from overseas, and would therefore not qualify for
lo al authority free and reduced rate senior citizens'
travel schemes.
The 45 54's were the most likely age group to spend money
on petrol and parking. The 16-18's and the 65 and overs
were the least likely groups to spend money on petrol and
parking. Those 45-54's who did spend money on petrol and
parking spent most per head, and the 25-34's least. A high
percentage (427.) of the 25-34's were London boroughs
residents in 1985/86, and therefore they would be less
likely to have a long car journey than would most other age
groups travelling to the theatre by car.
The 25-34's and 35-44s were the most likely age groups to
spend money on in-house purchases, and the 65 and overs the
least likely. Those 25-34's who spent money on in-house
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purchases had the highest mean spending on these items of
any age groupt
The 35-44s were the most likely age group to spend money
on drinks, sweets etc outside the theatre, and the 65 and
overs the least likely. Those 65 and avers who did spend
money on this type of purchase, however, had the highest
mean spending on these items of any age group.
The 35-44s were the most likely age group to spend money
on babysitting. This was the age group most likely to
have children old enough to be left for the evening but
young enough to still require a baby-sitter. The 55-64s
were the least likely to spend money on baby-sitting r no-
one in this age group did so. Those 25-34's who spent
money on babysitting spent considerably more than any other
age group.
There were only small differences between the age groups in
the percentage spending money on accommodation. Those 65
and avers who did spend money on accommodation spent most
per head. Those 35 and avers who spent money on
accommodation spent considerably more per head than those
under 35's who did so.
The 55-64's were the most likely age group to spend money
on taxis, but those 65 and avers who spent money on taxis
spent considerably more per head on taxis than any other
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age group.
The following tables show the percentage of each of the
four frequency groups analysed in section 1 of Chapter 4
who spent money on each of the major items or types of item
directly related to the theatre visit in 1985/86, and their
mean spending on each item.
Frequency group (London theatre-going) 
New Occas-
Frequent RegularsVisitors ionals
Weighted base 1940 1688 2063 573
Spent money on % % % %
Eating out 79 72 65 61
Public transport 47 55 44 39
Petrol and parking 10 18 28 28
Sweets etc in house 44 55 68 69
Sweets etc outside 18 20 21 20
Babysitting 6 6 6 6
Accommodation 5 5 5 5
Taxis 10 11 5 3
Fig 7-6 (a) Percentage of each frequency group spending 
money on items directly related to the theatre
visit 1985/86 
Base=all respondents
Table continued on next page.
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Frequency group (London theatre-aoing) 
New	 Occas-
Visitors ionals Frequent Regulars 
Weighted base	 1940	 1688	 2063	 573
Mean spending
	
£	 £	 £	 £
Eating out	 7.20	 8.70	 8.95	 7.55
Public transport	 1.55	 1.75	 2.05	 2.00
Petrol and parking	 2.85	 2.00	 1.65	 1.35
Sweets etc in house 1.00 	 1.10	 1.15	 1.20
Sweets etc outside	 1.20	 1.35	 1.40	 1.55
Babysitting	 2.05	 2.60	 2.10	 3.25
Accommodation
	
20.20	 20.25 21.25	 22.40
Taxis
	
2.40	 2.70
	
2.65	 3.90
Fig 7-6 (b) Mean amount of spending on items directly.
related to the theatre visit for each
freguency group. 1985/86 
Mean spending to nearest 5 pence. Mean amounts
based only on those spending on the relevant
items.
Base=all respondents
•
The likelihood of respondents spending money on eating out
decreased as frequency of London theatre-going increased.
However, frequent theatre-goers who spent money on eating
out spent most per head and new visitors least.
Occasional theatre-goers were the most likely group to
spend money on public transport, regular theatre-goers
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least likely. New visitors who spent money on public
transport spent the least per head, probably because many
of this frequency group would be visitors to London and
would be staying in centrally located hotels. Frequent
theatre-goers who spent money on public transport spent the
most per head. 18% of those new visitors who travelled by
public transport in 1985/86 incurred no expenditure in this
category, and so would have had some kind of travel pass.
Only 47. of those occasional theatre-goers who travelled by
public transport in 1985/86 incurred no expenditure in this
category. For frequent theatre-goers, the comparable
figure was 177., and for regular theatre-goers, who were the
most likely group of public transport users to have passes,
25%.
Frequent and regular theatre-goers were more likely to
spend money on petrol and parking than occasional theatre-
goers or new visitors were, but new visitors who spent
money on petrol and parking spent the most per head,
whereas regular theatre-goers spent least.
Regular theatre-goers were the most likely group to make
in-house purchases, and spent most per head of those who
did so. The likelihood of making in-house purchases, and
the amount spent per head, increased as frequency of
theatre-going increased.
There was not such a direct relationship between purchases
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of sweets, drinks etc outside the theatre and frequency of
theatre-going as there was for in-house purchases.
Frequent theatre-goers were the most likely to make this
type of purchase, while those regular theatre-goers who
spent money on these items spent most per head.
All frequency groups were equally likely to spend money on
babysitting, but regular theatre-goers who spent money on
babysitting spent considerably more per head than the other
frequency groups. The same pattern was found in spending
on accommodation.
Occasional theatre-goers were the most likely group to
spend money on taxis, but regular theatre-goers who ,spent
money on taxis spent considerably more per had than the
other frequency groups.
The following table shows selected demographic and theatre-
going frequency variations between those who spent and did
not spend money on each of the major items or types of item
directly related to the theatre visit.
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Eating out Public transport
expenditure expenditure
Yes No Yes No
Weighted base 4440 1824 2808 3422
7.
Overseas 44 20 42 32
London boroughs 28 59 31 42
Rest U.K. 28 21 27 26
Female 46 57 50 49
Mean age (actual) ()10 36 32 33 37
Mean frequency 2 2 2 2
(1)(actual)1
Petrol/parking Sweets in house
expenditure expenditure
Yes No Yes No
Weighted base 1248 4950 3590 2602
% % % %
Overseas 9 44 31 46
London boroughs 50 34 40 33
Rest U.K. 41 22 29 22
Female 48 50 50 49
Mean age (actual) 37 34 34 35
Mean frequency
(actual)
3 2 3 2
Fig 7-7 Selected demographic and related variations between 
those spending and not spending on items directly 
related to the theatre visit 1985/86 
Base=all respondents
Table continued on next page.
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Sweets outside Babysitting
expenditure expenditure
Yes No Yes No
Weighted base 1241 4989 370 5867
% % % %
Overseas 27 39 12 39
London boroughs 42 36 54 36
Rest U.K. 34 25 34 25
Female 46 51 49 49
Mean age (actual) 33 35 35 35
Mean frequency
(actual)
2 2 2 2
Accommodation Taxis
expenditureexpenditure
Yes No Yes No
Weighted base 316 5877 490 5716
% % % %
Overseas 44 38 52 36
London boroughs 30 36 28 37
Rest U.K. 26 26 20 27
Female 47 49 49 49
Mean age (actual) 35 34 .	 36 34
Mean frequency
(actual)
2 2 2 2
Fig 7-7 Selected demographic and related variations 
among those spending and not spending on items 
directly related to the theatre visit 1985/86 
Base=all respondents
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Those spending money on eating out/restaurants were much
more likely to be visitors to London than those who did
not. They were more likely to be male, and had an older
mean age.
Those spending money on public transport were also more
likely to be visitors to London than those who did not.
They were slightly more likely to be female, and had a
younger mean age.
Those spending money on petrol and parking were much more
likely to be U.K. residents that those who did not. 	 They
were slightly more likely to be male, and had an older
mean age and a higher mean frequency of London theatre-
going.
Those making in-house purchases were more likely to be U.K.
residents than those who did not. They were slightly more
likely to be female, and had a younger mean age, and a
higher mean frequency of London theatre-going.
Those spending money on sweets, drinks etc. outside the
theatre were more likely to be U.K. residents than those
who did not. They were more likely to be male and had a
younger mean age.
Those spending money on babysitting were more likely to be
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U.K. residents than those who did not. There was no
difference in the sex distribution or in mean age or
frequency of theatre-going between those who did and did
not spend money an babysitting.
Those spending money on accommodation were more likely to
be from overseas than those who did not. They were more
likely to be male, and had a higher mean age.
Those spending money on taxis were more likely to be
overseas visitors, and had a higher mean age than those who
did not. There was no difference in sex distribution or in
mean frequency of London theatre-going between those who
spent money on taxis and those who did not.
The following tables show the overlap in spending on other
items for those spending and not spending money on each of
the major items or types of item-directly related to the
theatre visit.
d
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Spent, money on:
Eating Public Petrol/ Sweets
out trans. Parking in house
Weighted base 4440 2808 1248 3590
Also spent on: % % 7.
Eating out 100 86 56 78
Public transport 54 100 20 55
Petrol/parking 16 9 100 29
Sweets in house 63 71 83 100
Sweets outside 20 28 22 23
Babysitting 6 4 10 4
Accommodation 5 6 4 7
Taxis 9 3 8 6
Sweets Baby Accom-
Taxis.outside sitting odation
Weighted base 1241 370 316 490
Also spent on: % % 7. %
Eating out 70 67 76 77
Public transport 62 29 53 17
Petrol/parking 22 32 17 20
Sweets in house 67 43 77 44
Sweets outside 100 20 '16 7
Babysitting 6 100 24 8
Accommodation 4 20 100 9
Taxis 3 11 15 100
Fig 7-8 (a) Relationship between spending on different 
items directly related to the theatre visit
1985/86 
Base=all respondents
Table continued on next page.
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No	 pending on:
Petrol/ SweetsEating Public
gilt trans. Parking in house
Weighted base 1824 3422 4950 2602
Spent money on: 7. % % %
Eating out 0 60 76 64
Public transport 22 o 52 32
Petrol/parking 30 29 0 a
Sweets in house 44 47 51 o
Sweets outside 21 14 20 16
Babysitting 7 8 5 11
Accommodation 4 4 5 3
Taxis 6 12 a 11
Sweets Baby Accom-
outside sitting odation Taxis
Weighted base 4989 5867 5877 5716
Spent money on: % % 7. %
Eating out 72 72 76 71
Public transport 41 46 47 48
Petrol/parking 19 19 21 20
Sweets in house 56 59 '64 59
Sweets outside o 20 21 21
Babysitting 6 o 5 6
Accommodation 5 4 0 5
Taxis 9 8 8 o
Fig 7-8 (b) Relationship between no spending and spending
21 different items directly related to the
theatre visit 1985/86 
Base=all respondents
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Those spending money on eating out were much more likely to
make in-house purchases than those who did not, and were
only very slightly less likely to spend money on sweets,
drinks etc outside the theatre. This suggests that those
who did not spend money on eating out may not have done so
because they were on a limited budget.
Those spending money on public transport were much more
likely to also spend money on eating out than were those
who did not spend money on public transport.
9% of those who spent money on public transport also spent
money on petrol and parking, equivalent to 207. of those who
spent money on petrol and parking also spending money on
public transport. Presumably this group parked their cars
away from the central area, and came on to the theatre by
public transport. 37. of those spending money on public
transport, and 87. of those who spent money on petrol and
parking, also spent money on taxis. This is equivalent to
177. of those spending money on taxis also spending money on
public transport and 207. also spending money on petrol and
parking. The combination of two or more means of transport
to reach the theatre was evidently quite common.
Those making in-house purchases were more likely to also
spend money on eating out than were those who did not. They
were also more likely to spend money on eating out than
were those purchasing sweets, drinks etc. outside the
theatre.
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677. of those purchasing drinks, sweets etc outside the
theatre also spent money on in-h9use purchases. This is
equivalent to 237. of those making in-house purchases also
spending money on sweets, drinks etc. outside the theatre.
Those making this type of purchase outside the theatre were
more likely to also make in-house purchases than those who
did not do so.
Those spending money on a baby-sitter were less likely to
spend money on eating out than those who did not. Their
available time away from home would probably be more
restricted than that of theatre-goers who did not have
children. It is also possible that with children in the
family, budgets for a night out were more limited.
*
The great majority of the audience spent some money on
their theatre visit in addition to the price of the ticket,
and for many theatre-goers the additional amounts spent are
likely to have been as much again as the cost of the
ticket. The indications were that" , theatre-goers were
likely either to spend money on several of the items
examined, or on none, suggesting that some theatre-goers
were on very limited budgets. If all the estimated
spending by theatre-goers on items directly associated with
the theatre visit is totalled, it comes to around £103
million for the 1985/86 survey period. This sum is only
around £5 million less than the total gross revenue for the
()West End theatres during that period. 12
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Notes to Chapter 7
(1) For an account of a standard methodology, see, for
example, Cwi, David and Lyall, Catherine, Economic 
Impacts of Arts and Cultural Institutions, a model for
assessment and a case study in Baltimore. National
Endowment for the Arts Research Report, U.S.A., 1977.
(2) In a more detailed economic impact study, an assessment
could be made of what proportion of total spending by
theatre-goers visiting London could be attributed to
their theatre-going. Guidelines for this calculation
would be obtained by asking visitors how important a
factor London's theatres and other attractions were in
their choosing to come to London, weighting the
theatres against their other reasons and their relative
importance, and assigning a proportion of total
spending on accommodation accordingly. This would not
necessarily overcome the problem of lack of precision,
however, since respondents might find such an
assessment complex.
•
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(3) Gardiner, Caroline, West End theatre
	 attendances,
unpublished annual report for SWET, from 1981. Total
gross revenue for the West End theatres during the
nearest calendar year to the 1985/86 survey period was
around £108 million. Excluding any agency fees and
commissions, the mean amount spent on theatre tickets
per visit, per person, during this period was £9.85.
This figure was calculated by dividing the total gross
revenue by the total number of paid admissions for the
period.
(4) The mean amount of expenditure was calculated using the
mid-points of the frequency distributions, as with mean
ages and mean frequencies of London theatre-going (see
notes (3) and (4), Chapter 2 for further details):
(5) See note (3) above for details of gross revenue and
mean ticket prices paid during the survey period.
424
(6) It should be noted that the questionnaire asked only
for total expenditure on public transport. Although in
this analysis, expenditure by each type of public
transport user is treated as being incurred for travel
on the main method of transport by which they said they
travelled to the theatre, this does not preclude the
possibility that public transport users may have used
two or more methods of public transport to travel to
the theatre. The results of this survey did not
provide sufficient information to allow expenditure by
users of more than one means of public transport to be
divided up by the amount spent on each.
(7) It is unlikely that there was much over-reporting of
spending in this category due to some respondents
including organised group travel by hired coach as
expenditure on buses, since expenditure on public
transport was clearly requested on the questionnaire.
(8) Non-pass Underground passenger revenue for the
financial year ended 31.3.86 'las £171.2 million.
Source of this figure is the London Regional Transport
Annual Report and Accounts 1985/86, published by LRT.
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(9) The amount of revenue for local food businesses which
was contributed by West End theatre-goers, assessed on
page 11 at between £61 and £68 million during the
survey period, should probably be revised downwards to
allow for expenditure in theatre restaurants which may
have been reported in this category, but there is not
sufficient information from these results to allow
restaurant spending in-house and elsewhere to be
separated.
(10) See note (3), Chapter 2, for details of method used to
calculate mean age.
(11) See note (4), Chapter 2 for details of method used to
calculate mean frequency of London theatre-going.
(12) See note (3) above.
•
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CHAPTER 8 PUBLICITY PRESS AND MEDIA 
(1) Means of hearino about the production attended 
Respondents were asked, in both survey periods, how they
had heard about the production they were attending. They
were given a list of options to choose from, which
represented all the ways in which it was thought they might
have heard about West End productions. Space was also left
for respondents to write in any others that might apply.
They were asked to tick all the answers that applied to
them, so that percentages for responses to this question
add to more than 1007..
,
17 options were listed in the questionnaire in 1981/82.
The following table shows the results of this queseion from
the 1981/82 surveys. The options are listed in the order
in which they appeared in the questionnaire.
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1981/82 
Weighted base	 11649
How heard about production attended	 %
Poster	 8
Leaflet	 13
The London Theatre Guide (1)	16
Display sign outside this theatre	 9
Theatre programme advertisement
	 13
Newspaper, news item or article 	 15
Newspaper, classified guide 	 14
Newspaper, other advertisements 	 6
Newspaper, critics' reviews	 13
Magazine, news item or article	 4
Magazine, classified guide	 4
Magazine, other advertisement	 2
Magazine, critics' reviews
	
4
Radio	 5
Television	 7
Told by someone with me at this performance 15
Told by someone else	 22
Other	 5
(including mailing list, 37.)
Fig 8-1 Distribution of the West End audience by means of
hearing about the production attended, 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base = all respondents
For the 1985/86 surveys, the number of options listed was
reduced to 11, usually by condensing two or more options
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into one, either because of ambiguities in the wording of
some options which had become apparent on analysis of the
1981/82 results, or because of the small number of
responses given for some options in 1981/82. The following
sets of 1981/82 options were merged into one option in
1985/86: "told by someone with me at this performance" and
"told by someone else" became "told by someone"; "newspaper
classified guide" and "magazine classified guide" became
"classified listings in the press"; "newspaper, other
advertisements"	 and	 "magazine, other	 advertisements"
became "press advertisements other than listings"; and all
the options that had covered news items, articles 	 and
critics' reviews in both newspapers and magazine became
"review or article in the press".
The option of "theatre programme advertisement" in the
1981/82 questionnaire had been intended to refer to
advertising in the programme of a theatre bought at a
previous performance. It was thought during the analysis of
the 1981/82 results that this term might on occasion have
been misinterpreted, since it was sometimes ticked, then
crossed out, and a "classified guide" option substituted.
The possibility of a misunderstanding of the intended
definition of this option by respondents was increased by
the fact that the "classified guide" options did not appear
until after the "theatre programme advertisement" option in
the questionnaire, and were initially concealed behind the
second fold of the questionnaire. This option was therefore
not included in the 1985/86 surveys, and no respondents
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specified	 "theatre programme advertisement under 	 the
"other" option.
The option of the "West End Theatre" magazine, which was
published during most the 1985/86 survey period but which
is defunct at the time of writing, was included in the
1985/86 questionnaire only.
The order of some of the options was also changed in
1985/86 to minimise the possibility of respondents
encountering a option which might be taken as covering the
publicity source which was relevant to them, but which in
fact was covered by another option. For example, in
1985/86, the option for the "London Theatre Gdide" was
placed after that for "classified listings in the press",
in case respondents might think that the Guide referred to
a regular listings magazine guide to what was on in London,
rather than to the specific Guide leaflet.
There were very minor changes in the wording of some
options between the two survey periods. Changes were made
in the interest of brevity or clarity, but it occasionally
became apparent during the analysis of the 1985/86 results
that it would have been advisable to keep to the same ''
wordings wherever possible if direct comparisons were to be
made between the two survey periods. For example, in
1985/86, the 1981/82 option "display sign outside this
theatre" became "display outside theatre", in the interests
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of brevity.	 With hindsight, however, it is clear that
respondents might have interpreted the 1985/86 wording as
meaning "displays outside any theatre". There are,
however, very few theatres which display publicity material
for productions other than that playing at the theatre
itself on the outside of the theatre building.
Occasionally, this happens where theatres are part of a
group, but the effect of this is unlikely to have caused
any major difference in the results in 1985/86.
Apart from the above changes, the same options were listed
in the questionnaires during both survey periods.
The following table shows the 1985/86 findings, together
with those from 1981/82 re-categorised using the 1985/86
options, so that the two sets of results can be compared,
bearing in mind that some of the variations in the wordings
of the questions, as outlined above, may have had a minor
effect on the precise comparability of the two sets of
results. The re-analysed 1981/82 figures are shown after to
the 1985/86 figures, in brackets. All options are listed
in the order in which they appeared in the 1985/86
questionnaire.
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1985/86 (1981/82)
Weighted base 6472 11649
HOW heard about production attended
Poster 12 (8)
Display outside theatre 11 (9)
Radio 3 (5)
Television 6 (7)
Told by someone 41 (35)
Leaflet 11 (13)
Classified listings in the press 11 (16)
Press advertisements other than listings 15 (8)
Review or article in press 23 (32)
The kondon Theatre Guide 13 (16)
West End Theatre magazine 1 (n/a)
Other 4 (18)
(including in 1985/86, mailing
list 2%, and in 1981/82, mailing
list 37. and theatre programme
advertisement 137.)
Fig 8-2 Distribution of the West End audience12y. means of
hearing about the production attended 1985/86
with 1981/82 figures re-ACategorised for comparison 
More than one answer possible.
Base = all respondents
Word of mouth was the most important means by which
respondents found out about the production attended, in
both survey periods. It increased in importance in 1985/86.
In 1981/82, respondents were less likely to have been told
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about the production by someone accompanying them on their
theatre visit than by someone else. This indicates that
word of mouth from people who had probably seen the
production previously was a more important source of
information than friends or family hearing about the
production and suggesting they should go together. Those
mentioning word of mouth were more likely than those
mentioning of other sources of information to be attending
the theatre as part of a large group of 12 or more. One
person organising an outing and informing the other group
members about the production selected was evidently quite
common. 107. of those mentioning word of mouth in 1981/82,
and 57. in 1985/86, were part of a group of 12 or more.
Average figures for the West End audience as a whole were
77. in 1981/82, and 57. in 1985/86. Those mentioning word of
mouth were particularly likely not to mention any other
source of information about the production attended,
As a group, reviews, articles and items in the press were
the second most important means of finding out about the
production attended. In 1981/82, they were only slightly
behind word of mouth in importarice, but in 1985/86 there
was a large percentage gap in importance between word of
mouth and reviews and articles. This change was likely to
have been linked to the higher percentage of the audience
who were from overseas in 1985/86, so that a smaller
percentage of the overall audience would have been exposed
to U.K. press coverage of productions. In 1981/82, items
and articles in newspapers were slightly more important as
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a source of information than were newspaper critics'
reviews, whiie in magazines, articles and critics' reviews
were equally important. Magazine coverage was far less
important than newspaper coverage as a source of
information about the production attended.
The London Theatre Guide was the Joint third most important
source of information in 1981/82, (with classified listings
in the press), and the fourth most important in 1985/86.
In	 1981/82, classified guides came joint	 third	 in
importance,	 but	 in 1985/86, other forms of 	 press
advertising were mentioned by 47. more respondents than
classified	 listings were, and other forms of	 press
advertising became the third most important source of
information in 1985/86. However, possible
misinterpretations of the "theatre programme advertisement"
option as a form of press advertising in 1981/82 means that
precise comparisons of the importance of press advertising
between the two survey periods can not be made with
confidence. In 1981/82, when press advertising was
divided between several options, newspaper classified
guides were specified by 107. more respondents than were
magazine classified guides as a source of information, and
about three times as many respondents mentioned newspaper
advertising other than classified guides as mentioned this
type of magazine advertising, although in both cases the
percentages were small.	 Those who had learned about the
production attended through some form of press advertising
434
were particularly likely to have booked by phone to the
box-office. 307. of them in 1981/82 and 317. in 1985/86 had
done so, compared with overall average figures of 227. and
257. respectively. It is likely that many people consulting
the classified listings in particular would have already
decided to go to the theatre, and have scanned the listings
to see what was available, following this with a phone call
to the box-office. For example, in 1981/82, classified
listings were particularly likely to have been consulted by
children's show audiences. A number of respondents at
children's shows indicated, in response to a question on
what had attracted them to the production attended, that
they had decided in advance to take the children for a
Christmas theatre outing and the listings were 	 then
consulted to find out what was available. Phone bookings
by those mentioning classified listings as a source of
information may have been a fairly immediate response to
seeing a phone number, probably for credit-card sales,
printed next to details of a production that interested
them.
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Leaflets other than the London Theatre Guide came fifth in
importance as a source of information in 1981/82, and Joint
sixth, with classified listings and displays outside the
theatre, in 1985/86. Leaflets were most likely to play an
important role where there was a resident company, or where
a repertoire of a particular category of production was
associated with that venue, so that regular repertory
leaflets were produced for the venue.	 Both of these
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factors applied to all the opera, dance and classical play
performances surveyed, and leaflets were a very important
source of information among their audiences. Postal
booking to the box-office was very high among those
mentioning leaflets, suggesting that the production of a
leaflet was important in encouraging postal bookings. 257.
of those mentioning leaflets as a source of information in
1981/82, and 107. in 1985/86, had booked by post to the
theatre box-office, compared with overall average figures
of 97. and 57. respectively.
In 1981/82, displays outside the theatre came sixth in
importance, and posters seventh, but with only 17.
difference in the percentage of the audience mentioning
each. In 1985/86, posters came fifth in . importance,
although they were only slightly more important than
leaflets, and displays outside the theatre joint sixth.
Posters and displays outside the theatre both increased in
importance in 1985/86. Posters were mentioned as a source
of information most often by musical and comedy audiences.
Those mentioning posters as a source of information had a
high level of day of performande booking, suggesting that
posters were	 important in influencing 	 the impulse
purchaser.	 457. of those mentioning posters in 1981/82,
and 627. in 1985/86, had booked on the day of performance,
compared with overall average figures of 377. and 437.
respectively.
Radio and television came quite low down on the list of
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sources of information, with less than 107. of respondents
mentioning either of the broadcast media as a source of
information about the production attended in either survey
period. Television was mentioned more often than radio.
Broadcast media were particularly important as a source of
information among musical audiences, and it is probable
that the featuring of a song from the production on
television or radio was an important means of publicising
the performance. Those mentioning the broadcast media as a
source of information about the production attended were
very likely to have come into London that day specially to
see the performance. It is possible that hearing a song
from the production on the radio or television had
influenced many of this group to make a special trip into
London to see the performance. 437. of those mentioning the
broadcast media as sources of information in 1981/82, and
427. in 1985/86, had come into London that day specially to
see the performance, compared with overall figures of 387.
and 367., respectively.
In 1985/86, only 17. of the overall audience had heard about
the production they were attending through the West End
Theatre	 magazine. Evidently the magazine did not play a
major part in publicising productions.
AO
Several other sources of information were not listed in the
questionnaire, but were written in by respondents under the
"other" option. Most important of these was the mailing
list.	 Averaged out over the audience as a whole, 37. in
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1981/82 and 27. In 1985/86 had heard about the production
they were attending through membership of a mailing list.
This percentage was much higher for those theatres which
operated a mailing list when considered individually.
Mailing lists were particularly important as a source of
information to the classical play, opera and dance
audiences.
Other sources of information about the production attended,
each mentioned by less than 27. of the audience overall
were; ticket or travel agencies, Prestel, a telephone call
to the theatre box-office to ask what was on, and theatre
clubs. Most of these in fact fall into the category of
"told by someone".
The following tables show the relative importance of the
different sources of information about the production
attended for each of the three area of residence groups,
and the area of residence distribution of those who
mentioned each of seven major types of publicity; word of
mouth, press articles and reviews, press advertising
,
(including classifieds) (2) 1 the London Theatre Guide, other
leaflets, radio and television, and posters. For
convenience, the 1981/82 categories are given in the format
which corresponds to the 1985/86 categories. This applies
to all the remaining tables in this section. Where
relevant, 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures
follow in brackets.
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Area of Residence 
Overseas
London Rest
Boroughs U.K.
Weighted base 3140 (2386) 4649 (2394) 3847 (1682)
How heard about
% % %production attended
Poster 10 (14) 8 (13) 6 (e)
Display outside
theatre
14 (12) 7 (11) 6 (10)
Radio 2 (3) 5 (3) 6 (4)
Television 3 (4) 6 (6) 11 (8)
Told by someone 27 (36) 41 (43) 33 (45)
Leaflet 11 (14) 19 (11) 8 (7)
Classified listings 11 (9) 16 (12) 17 (13)
Other press ads. 8 (16) 9 (20) 4 (14)
Review/article 22 (13) 38 (31) 34 (27)
London Theatre Guide 31 (21) 10 (9) 12 (6)
West End Theatre
magazine
(85/86 only) n/a (1) n/a (2) n/a (1)
Theatre programme
advert.(81/82 only) 13 (n/a) •	 14 (n/a) 11 (n/a)
Other 4 (7) 7 (4) 5 (4)
Fig 8-3 Distribution of each area of residence proup. 
means of hearino about the production attended ,
More than one answer possible
Base = all respondents
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Source of Information about production attended 1981/82 
Word of Review/ Press Theatre	 Radio/ 
Mouth Article Advert	 Guide Leaflet	 TV Poster 
Weighted
base 4065 3768 2588 1868 1509 1281 920
Area of
Residence 7. % % % % %
Overseas 21 19 22 51 23 13 35
London
boroughs
47 47 40 25 57 38 40
Rest U.K. 32 34 38 24 20 49 25
Source of Information about production attended 1985/86
Word of Review/ Press 	 Theatre
Leaflet
Radio/
Mouth Article Advert Guide TV Poster
Weighted
base 2634 1475 1558 833 729 1569 747
Area of
Residence % % % % % %
Overseas 33 22 31 60 47 15 43
London
boroughs
39 50 39 27 36 37 40
Rest	 U.K. 29 28 30 13 17 48 17
Fig 8-4 Distribution of users of selected publicity 
sources.tly area of residence
Base = those mentioning word of mouth, press	 ...
reviews and articles, press advertising, the London
Theatre Guide, leaflets, radio and television, or
posters as a source of information about the
production attended.
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In 1981/82, the most important source of information about
the production attended for overseas visitors was the
London Theatre Guide. Over half of all those mentioning
the London Theatre Guide as a source of information in both
survey periods were overseas visitors. In 1985/86, word of
mouth became overseas visitors most important source of
information, having been second in importance in 1981/82.
In 1981/82, reviews and articles were nearly as important a
source of information for overseas visitors as word of
mouth, but in 1985/86, the percentage mentioning them
decreased, and reviews and articles came well down the list
in importance as sources of information for overseas
visitors.
Overseas visitors were the most likely area of residence
group to mention posters or the billboard displays outside
theatres as sources of information. This was probably
because they were more likely than U.K. residents to be
walking around London during the day, while sight-seeing,
and therefore to be exposed to this type of publicity.
,
The 1981/82 surveys included an additional question for
overseas visitors on whether they had heard about the
..
production they were attending prior to their arrival in
the U.K.. 46% said that they had done so. Of them, 45%
were from the U.S.A.. The other overseas groups most
likely to have heard about the production prior to their
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arrival in the U.K. were, in order of likelihood to have
done so from Sweden, Canada, Australia, Netherlands and
Israel.	 These are all countries where English is either
the first language or is widely spoken. 397. of those
overseas visitors who had heard about the production prior
to their arrival in the U.K. had heard by word of mouth,
277. through the London Theatre Guide (which has a
substantial number of overseas subscribers and outlets),
287. through press reviews or articles, and 107. through
press advertising. Modern musicals, especially those which
had had Broadway productions, were the most likely category
of production to have been heard of by overseas visitors
prior to their arrival in the U.K.. 297. of those overseas
visitors who had heard about the production prior to their
arrival in the U.K. had also booked beforehand.
Word of mouth was the most important source of information
for London boroughs residents in both survey periods, and
those mentioning word of mouth as a source of information
in both survey periods were most likely to be from London
boroughs. Reviews and articles were consistently London
boroughs' residents' second most important source of
information, and they were more likely than the other area
of residence groups to have seen this form of press
coverage about the production attended. They were also the
most likely area of residence group to have seen press
advertising other than classified listings. Evidently the
group most likely to be reached by any kind of press
coverage were locals.
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Other U.K. residents were most likely to have heard about
the production attended through reviews or articles in
1981/82, and through word of mouth in 1985/86. They were
the most likely area of residence group to have heard about
the production attended through classified listings,
although only slightly more likely than London boroughs
residents to have done so. They were also the most likely
area of residence group to have heard about the production
on radio or television. The area of residence profile of
those mentioning radio and television as sources of	 1
information was almost constant over the two survey
periods,	 with residents of the U.K. outside London
accounting for Just under half of them. U.K. residents
from outside London were the least likely area of residence
group to have seen posters, displays outside the theatre
and leaflets other than the London Theatre Guide. They
consistently formed the smallest area of residence group of
those mentioning leaflets as a source of information,
suggesting that most leaflets that inform people about West
End theatre productions are in fact picked up in London.
The following tables show the relative importance of the
different sources of information about the production
attended for each sex, and the sex distribution of those
who mentioned each of the seven major types of publicity
AO
analysed in Fig 8-4. Where relevant, 1981/82 figures are
given	 first,	 1985/86 figures	 follow	 in	 brackets.
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Sex
Female	 Male
Weighted base	 6746	 (3138)	 4858	 (3289)
How heard about 
production attended 
Poster	 8	 (14)	 7	 (11)
Display outside theatre	 B	 (10)	 9	 (12)
Radio	 5	 (4)	 4	 (3)
Television	 7	 (7)	 7	 (5)
Told by someone	 36	 (44)	 33	 (37)
Leaflet	 14	 (11)	 12	 (11)
Classified listings	 16	 (11)	 16	 (11)
Other press ads
	
8	 (15)
	 9	 (16)
Review/article	 31	 (25)	 33	 (22)
London Theatre Guide	 16	 (14)	 16	 (13)
West End Theatre 
magazine (85/86 only)	 n/a	 (1)
	
n/a	 (2)
Theatre programme
advert. (81/82 only) 	 13	 (n/a)
	 13	 (n/a)
Other	 6	 (4)	 5	 (6)
Fig 8-5 Distribution of each sex
	 means hearing about 
production attended 
More than one answer possible
Base = all respondents
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Source of pformation about production attended 1981/82 
Word of Review/ Press Theatre 	 Radio/ 
Mouth Article Advert Guide Leaflet
	 TV Poster 
Weighted
base	 4069	 3758	 2590	 1854	 1502	 1273	 922
aDi	 1	 %	 %	 %	 1	 %
Female	 59	 56	 57	 57	 62	 60	 59
Male	 41	 44	 43	 43	 38	 40	 41
Source of pformation about production attended. 1985/86 
Word of Review/ Press Theatre	 Radio/ 
Mouth Article Advert Guide Leaflet 	 I. 	
Weighted
base	 2633	 1482	 1561	 841	 718	 .572	 739
Sex	 %	 %	 %	 7.	 %	 %
Female	 53	 53	 49	 50	 49	 58	 55
Male	 47	 47	 51	 50	 51	 42	 45
Fig 8-6 Distribution of users of selected publicity 
sources. 12y. sex
Base = those mentioning word of mouth, press
reviews or articles, press advertising, the London 
Theatre Guide, leaflets, radio and television, or
posters as a source of information about the
production attended.
Women were more likely, in both survey periods, to have
learned about the production attended by word of mouth than
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by any other means. They were consistently more likely
than men to have heard by word of mouth. Women were
slightly more likely than men to mention posters and radio
as sources of information. Women consistently accounted for
the majority of those mentioning of word of mouth, reviews
and articles, radio and television and posters as sources
of information about the production attended, even though
men outnumbered them in 1985/86 in the audience overall.
In 1981/82, men were equally likely to have learned about
the production through reading reviews and articles or by
word of mouth, but in 1985/86 word of mouth became a much
more important source of information than reviews and
articles among male theatre-goers. Men were slightly more
likely than women to mention the display gutside the
theatre, non-classified press advertising, and, in 1985/86,
the West End Theatre magazine, as sources of information
about the production attended.
The following tables show the relative importance of the
different sources of information about the production
attended for each age group, and the age distribution of
those who mentioned each of the seven major types of
publicity analysed in Fig 8-4. Where relevant, 1981/82
figures are given first, 1985/86 figures follow ..in
brackets.
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Pcm, Group. , 1981/82 
16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Weighted base 926 2098 3142 2342 1746 908 461
How heard about
% % % % % %production attended
Poster 9 15 10 5 5 6 5
Display outside
theatre 8 11 10 7 7 7 7
Radio 3 5 5 6 4 5 2
Television 6 8 7 8 6 7 4
Told by someone 48 43 36 31 26 31 26
Leaflet 9 15 14 12 14 13 12
Classified listings 10 17 20 19 15 12 14
Other press ads 7 8 7 9 17 5 4
Review/article 21 30 32 35 34 .	 42 33
London Theatre Guide 15 20 14 15 19 18 17
Theatre programme
advert (81/82 only) 8 14 12 12 12 17 13
Other 3 4 4 5 7 9 10
Fig 8-7 (a) Distribution of each age group.12_ . means of
hearing about production attended 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base = all respondents
41.
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Aae Group. ,1985/86
35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-2i 25-34
Weighted base 768 1412 1548 1212 762 429 258
How heard about
% % % 7. % % 7.production attended
Poster 21 24 9 5 6 6 4
Display outside
theatre 12 19 12 6 7 5 11
Radio 5 6 2 2 3 1 4
Television 4 5 6 4 10 9 8
Told by someone 49 46 36 42 34 31 31
Leaflet 18 8 11 10 10 12 7
Classified listings 10 11 11 13 11 14 10
Other press ads 13 16 17 12 17 15 18
Review/article 17 23 24 26 23 .	 20 21
London Theatre Guide 13 16 13 14 14 13 10
West End Theatre
magazine (85/86 only) 1 1 2 * 3 1 _
Other 3 3 5 6 8 11 12
Fig 8-7(b) Distribution of each aae group .12x means of
hearina about production attended 1985/86 
More than one answer possible
Base = all respondents
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Source gt information about production attended 1981/82 
Word gf Review/ Press Theatre
Guide Leaflet
Radio/
Poster
Weighted
Mouth Article Advert TV
base 4064 3756 2601 1855 1505 1274 913
age g roup % % 7. 7. % % %
16-18 11 5 5 7 5 6 8
19-24 22 17 20 22 21 20 32
25-34 28 27 29 23 28 27 30
35-44 18 22 21 18 18 23 12
45-54 11 16 14 16 16 13 9
55-64 7 10 8 10 9 9 7
65 and over 3 4 4 4 4 2 3
Mean age (3)
(actual) 34 38 36 37 36 .36 32
Fig 8-8 (a) Distribution of users of selected publicity 
sources 1 y. Am oroup. 1981/82 
Base = those mentioning word of mouth, press
reviews or articles, press advertising, the
London Theatre Guide, leaflets, radio and
television, or posters as a source of
•
information about the production attended.
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Source of information about production attended 1985/86 
Word of Review/ Press Theatre 	 Radio/ 
Mouth Article Advert Guide Leaflet
	
TV Poster 
Weighted
base
Aoe group
2633
%
1481
%
1562
%
840
%
718
%
573
%
764
•
16-18 14 9 10 11 18 10 19
19-24 26 22 21 27 17 25 45
25-34 22 26 26 24 25 23 18
35-44 20 22 19 21 18 12 7
45-54 10 12 13 8 11 17 6
55-64 5 6 7 7 8 8 3
65 and over 3 4 4 3 2 4 1
Mean age
(actual) 32 34 35 33 33 .35 27
Fig 8-8 (b) Distribution of users of selected publicity 
sources 12K age oroup. 1985/86 
Base = those mentioning word of mouth, press
reviews or articles, press advertising, the
London Theatre Guide, leaflets, radio and
television, or posters as a source of
•
information about the production attended.
All the under 35 age groups were consistently more likely
to have heard about the production they were attending by
word of mouth than by any other means. The 16-18s were
consistently the most likely age group to have heard by
word of mouth. Around half of them in both survey periods
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had been told about the production attended by someone.
In 1981/82, the 35-64 age groups were more likely to have
learned about the production through reading reviews and
articles than by any other method. This changed in 1985/86,
when word of mouth became the most important source of
information among all age groups. The 55-64's were the
most likely age group to have learned about the production
attended through reading reviews and articles in 1981/82,
the 35-44's in 1985/86. Those mentioning articles and
reviews had the oldest mean age of those groups examined in
detail in 1981/82.
Posters were more important as a source of information
among the under 35's than among the 35 and avers. The 19-
24's were consistently the most likely age group to have
seen posters. The same pattern was found for displays
outside the theatre. Those mentioning posters as a source
of information had a consistently younger mean age than
those mentioning any of the ether sources of information
examined in detail.
•
Radio was most often mentioned as a source of information
by the 35-44's in 1981/82 and by the 19-24's in 1985/86,
•.'.
although the percentage differences between those
mentioning radio in each age group were small. In 1981/82,
the 19-24's and 35-44's were the most likely to mention
television as a source of information, And in 1985/86, it
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Source of ,information about production attended 1985/86 
Word of Review/ Press Theatre Radio/
PosterMouth Article Advert Guide Leaflet TV
Weighted
base	 2636 1482 1562 843 709 575 745
Visits in
previous
12 months	 % 7. 7. % % % 7.
This is first
visit	 35 20 28 27 28 31 30
1 other	 13 13 16 20 9 10 13
2 others	 13 15 10 9 15 21 12
3 6 others 25 22 26 27 20 20 26
7-11 others 8 15 10 11 13 6 10
12 or more
others	 6 15 10 6 16 12 10
Mean frequency
(actual)
	 2 3 2 2 2 2 2
Fig 8-10 (b) Distribution of users of selected publicity 
sources by_ freauency of London theatre-aping. 
1985/86 	 •
Base = those mentioning word of mouth, press
reviews or articles, press advertising, the
London Theatre Guide, leaflets, radio and
television, or posters as a source of
information about the production attended.
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In both survey periods, word of mouth was the most
important source of information about the production
attended for all frequency groups except regulars. Reviews
and articles were a more important source of information
for regulars then word of mouth was, in both survey
periods.
The importance of reviews and articles as a source of
information increased as frequency of theatre-going
increased. Those mentioning reviews and articles had the
highest mean frequency of London theatre-going in 1985/86.
They were the only group of those examined in detail in
1985/86 to have a mean frequency of London theatre-going of
m re than other 2 visits in 12 months.
Leaflets were also a very important source of information
to the regular theatre-goer, much more so than than for any
other frequency group. In 1981/82 they were the second most
often	 mentioned source of information among regular
theatre-goers, more important than word of mouth. In
1981/82, those mentioning leaflets had the highest mean
frequency of London theatre-going of those groups examined
in detail, with over a third of all those mentioning
leaflets as a source of information claiming to have made
at least 12 other visits to London theatres in the previous
12 months. In 1985/86, with a large increase in the
percentage of those mentioning leaflets who were making
their first visit in 12 months to a London theatre, mean
frequency of London theatre going among those mentioning
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leaflets decreased, although they still contained the
highest percentage who had made 12 or more other visits to
London theatres in the past 12 months.
Frequent and regular theatre-goers were more likely to have
consulted classified listings than the less frequent
theatre-goers were. There was no consistent pattern in use
of other forms of press advertising according to frequency
of theatre going.
In 1981/82, the less frequent the theatre-goer, the more
likely they were to have heard about the production on
television, and those mentioning radio and television
contained the highest percentage who were making their
first visit in 12 months to a London theatre. In 1985/86,
however, it was the regular theatre-goers who were most
likely to mention television as a source of information.
In 1981/82, the percentage mentioning theatre programme
advertisement as a source of information increased as
frequency of theatre-going increased. Although this might
indicate that this term was in fact correctly interpreted
by the majority of respondents, since the more frequent the
theatre-goer, the more likely they were to have been
s
exposed to advertisements in theatre programmes, it is also
the case that new visitors by definition would hot have
been exposed to any theatre programme adVertising in London'
theatres in the previous 12 months, yet 107. of them
457
mentioned this as a source of information. Advertisements
for some West End productions might have been seen,
however, in the programmes of regional and overseas
theatres, where they occasionally appear.
Regular theatre-goers were much more likely than the other
frequency groups to write in a source of information under
the "other" option. Almost all of the regular theatre-goers
who did so wrote in "mailing list". Overall, 127. of
regular theatre-goers in both survey periods had heard
about the production they were attending through membership
of a mailing list (this figure was, of course, much higher
for surveys at those theatres for which a mailing list was
available) compared with less than 37. overall of any other
frequency group. Regular theatre-goers probably joined
mailing lists because of a strong interest in theatre, but
mailing lists may also have played a part in encouraging
regular theatre-going.
•
,.•
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C2) Press and media use
Questions on readership of Oaily and Sunday newspapers and
of periodicals, and on radio listening, were asked only of
U.K. residents. It was assumed that as a group overseas
visitors were unlikely to be regular readers of the main
U.K. publications or regular listeners to U.K. radio
stations. While a small percentage might have been, it was
not thought to be worthwhile analysing replies from all
overseas visitors in order to obtain figures for the
expected small minority of overseas visitors to whom these
questions might be relevant. The questionnaires in both
survey periods indicated that overseas visitors should not
answer the questions an readership and radio Listening.
In 1981/82, respondents were asked to list all those daily,
Sunday and local papers which they read for most issues,
and to select from a list those periodicals they read
regularly and those radio stations they listened to on most
days. In 1985/86, respondents were asked to list all those
daily and Sunday papers and magazines and periodicals they
read	 for most issues.	 The question on	 periodical
readership was left open in 1985/86 in case any
publications which were important among theatre-goers had
not been covered by the 1981/82 surveys. Radio listening
was not included in the 1985/86 surveys. 	 41,
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(a) Daily news a ers read
The following table shows the percentage of the U.K.
resident audience who regularly read each of those daily
papers which were mentioned by more than 17. of respondents.
Today did not appear until after the 1981/82 survey period,
and so there are no figures for Today in the 1981/82
results, while the Independent was not launched until after
the completion of the 1985/86 surveys, and so does not
figure in the results from either survey period.
•
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1981/82 1985/86
Weighted base 8507 4097
Dail y
 papers read
Times 21 19
Guardian 21 18
011.1. 14 14
Telegraph 21 11
L.ondon Evening Standard 15 10
Express 7 6
Financial Times 5 4
Mirror 4 4
Sun 2 3
Herald Tribune 1 2
1121E4 n/a 1
Star 1 1
Other 1
,
1
Read none regularly 20 32
Fig 8-11 Distribution of the U.K. resident audience
ty. daily papers read
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
•
The percentages for readership in this table represent the
percentage of U.K. resident theatre-goers in the West End
audience who read a particular paper, with every theatre=
goer counted once for each occasion they attended the
theatre. This will obviously have made those papers read
by the most frequent theatre-goers proportionately more
im portant.
	
When the results are weighted with weights
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inversely proportional to frequency of theatre-going, so
that an analysis is made of actual individuals attending
the theatre, the results show the percentage of individuals
attending the West End theatre who read each of the
newspapers listed. The actual number of U.K. resident
readers of each newspaper there were among the West End
audience during each survey period, and the percentage of
the total number of readers of each newspaper who attended
the West End theatre, can also be estimated from these re-
weighted results. These three sets of figures are given
in the following table.
•
,.
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% of
% of theatre-	 readership 
goers	 readers	 attending 
reading	 (thousands)	 theatre (5)
Weighted base
	
2826
Daily pavers, read 	 7.	 no.
Times	 16
GUardian	 17
MILL	 14
Telegraph	 21
London Evening 
Standard	 12
Express ,	9
Financial Times	 4
Mirror
	
	 5
4
Herald Tribune 
Star	 1
	
340	 37
	
363	 26
	
292	 5
	
447
	
13
	
254	 25
	
197	 3
	
82	 12
	
111	 1
	
86	 1
	
8	 unav.
26
Fig 8-12 (a) Percentage of U.K. resident theatre-goers who
read each daily paper, number of theatre-going 
readers of each and percentage of total 
readership attending theatre 1981/82 
* = less than 0.5%
unav. = readership figures not available
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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% of
Z. of theatre-	 readership 
g oers	 readers	 attending 
readin g	(thousands) 	 theatre
Weighted base	 1707
Daily papers, read %	 no.
Times	 19	 559	 39
Guardian	 18	 532	 35
Mail	 13	 389	 8
Telegraph	 13	 379	 13
l_ondon Evening 
Standard	 7	 213	 20
Express	 6	 164	 3
Financial Times	 5	 155	 21
Mirror	 5	 142	 • 2
ELM_	 3	 84	 1
Herald Tribune	 2	 60	 unav.
Today	 1	 38	 unav.
Star	 1	 30	 1
Fig 8-12 (b) Percentage of U.K. resident theatre-goers who
read each daily paper, number of theatre-going 
readers of each and percentage of total 
readership attending theatre 1985/86 
* = less than 0.57.
unav. = readership figures not available
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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In 1981/82, 807. of the U.K. resident audience read a daily
paper regularly. Although among the U.K. resident audience
considered as a group, the Times, Telegraph and Guardian 
were equally the most often mentioned daily newspapers,
when the figures were re-weighted so that individuals were
analysed, the Telegraph was read by more people than any
other paper, followed by the Guardian, and then the Times.
The Mail, Irondon Evenino Standard, and Express came next in
importance, in terms of number of theatre-going readers.
In 1985/86, the percentage of the U.K. resident audience
who read a daily newspaper regularly declined to 687..
Because of a loss of attendances among the most regular
U.K. resident theatre-goers in 1985/86 when compared with
1981/82, the number of individuals in the U.K. resident
audience in 1985/86 was much higher, and was closer to the
actual number of attendances than in 1981/82. This meant
that despite a lower percentage of the U.K. resident
audience reading most of the daily papers, for some papers,
this was in fact equivalent to an increased readership
figure. The percentage of the U.K. resident audience
mentioning all the main dailies exeept the Mail, Mirror and
Sun decreased in 1985/86, but in terms of number of U.K.
resident readers among the West End audience overall, all
the major daily papers except the Telegraph, Express and
London Evening Standard showed an increase.
The Telegraph lost its position as the paper with the
highest number of readers in 1981/82 to the Times in
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198,/86, with the Guardian not far behind. Both the Times 
and Guardian showed a large increase in the number of
theatre-going readers of each in 1985/86. The number of
Mail readers in the West End audience also increased by a
large amount, and in 1985/86, the Mail had more readers
than the Telegraph. Although the Herald Tribune had a
relatively small number of U.K. resident readers in both
survey periods, there was a large percentage increase in
their numbers in 1985/86.
When making decisions on which daily newspapers to
advertise in, theatre managements would have to consider
the implications of the four different sets of figures,
i.e., the percentage of the U.K. resident audience for West
•
End theatres who read each paper, the percentage of
individual U.K. resident theatre-goers who did so, the
number of actual readers of each paper among theatre-goers,
and the percentage of readers of each paper who actually go
to the West End theatre. This last figure would be a
particularly important one to consider in relation to the
relative cost of advertising in a paper. Since advertising
costs in newspapers reflect circulation figures to a large
extent, it would be necessary to take account of what
percentage of readers would be likely to attend the West
End theatre. For example, advertising in a large
circulation paper such as the Sun would be unlikely to be
as cost effective as advertising in a relatively small
circulation paper such as the Guardian, since a much
smaller percentage of readers of the former than of the
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latter attend the West End theatre. Some further examples
will serve to illustrate the complexity of making informed
decisions on where to place press advertising. In 1981/82,
the Times and Guardian were read by the same percentage of
the U.K. resident audience, but the Guardian had more
theatre-going readers, while a higher percentage of Times 
readers attended the theatre. In 1981/82, the Telegraph 
was read by the same percentage of the U.K. resident
audience as the Times and Guardian, but had many more
readers.	 The number of readers of the London Evening 
Standard was much lower than that of the Telegraph, in
both survey periods, but a higher percentage of London 
Evening Standard readers attended the West End theatre.
•
The remaining tables in this section on daily newspaper
readership concentrate on an analysis of the basic weighted
data as presented in Fig 8-11.
The following table shows the distribution of	 daily
newspaper readership among London boroughs residents and
other U.K. residents. 1981/82 figures are given first,
1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
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Area of Residence 
London boroughs	 Rest U.K.
Weighted base	 4659 (2408)	 3839 (1684)
Daily papers read
	 7.
Lima	 26	 (24)	 14	 (12)
Guardian	 26	 (19)	 15	 (17)
Mail	 12	 (12)	 16	 (17)
Telegraph	 17	 (10)	 25	 (12)
London Evening Standard 	 21	 (13)	 8	 (5)
Express	 5	 (5)	 11	 (7)
Financial Times	 6	 (5)	 4	 (3)
Mirror	 3	 (5)	 5	 (5)
Sun	 2	 (3)	 3	 (5)
Herald Tribune	 1	 (2)	 *	 (1)
Today
	
n/a	 (1)	 n/a	 (1)
Star	 1	 (1)	 1	 (1)
Other	 1	 (1)	 2	 (1)
Read none regularly	 19	 (31)	 21	 (34)
Fig 8-13 Distribution of London boroughs residents and
other U.K. residents. y daily Papers read
•
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base=all U.K. residents
London boroughs residents were more likely than other U.K.
residents to read a daily paper regularly. They were more
likely to be Times or Guardian readers, although there was
an increase in the level of Guardian readership among the
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rest U.K. group in 1985/86, while it decreased among
London boroughs residents. The rest U.K. group were more
likely than London boroughs residents to be Mail or
Telegraph readers, although their Telegraph readership
declined	 substantially in 1985/86 to close 	 to	 the
percentage level of London boroughs residents. London
boroughs residents were much more likely to be London 
Evening Standard readers than other U.K. residents were.
The following table shows the distribution of daily
newspaper readership for each sex. 1981/82 figures are
given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
•
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Sex
MaleFemale
Weighted base 5100 (2192) 3402 (1901)
Daily papers read
Times 18 (17) 26 (21)
Guardian 21 (18) 21 (18)
t:ii-.L 15 (17) 13 (10)
Telegraph 19 (10) 24 (13)
London Fvenina Standard 16 (10) 14 (11)
Fxpress e (7) 6 (4)
Financial Times 3 (3) 9 (6)
Mirror 4 (5) 4 (4)
Sun 2 (2) 3 (5)
Herald Tribune 1 (2) 1
,
(2)
IM1W4 n/a (1) n/a (1)
Star 1 (1) 1 (1)
Other 2 (2) 1 (2)
Read none regularly 22 (33) 18 (31)
Fig 8-14 Distribution of each sex of U.K. residents
ty. daily papers read
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
Men were more likely than women to read a daily paper
regularly. For men, the Times, Telegraph and Guardian were
consistently the three most often read papers. The three
most read papers among women were the Guardian, Telegraph 
and Times in 1981/82, and the Guardian	 Mail and Times in
470
1985/86.	 Both sexes showed a decline in readership of
their most often read paper in 1985/86. Women were
consistently more likely than men to be readers of the Mail
and Express, and men more likely than women to be readers
of the Financial Times and Sun.
The following table shows the distribution of
	 daily
newspaper readership for each age group.
•
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ft&M anaa2.2_ 981/82
16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Weighted base 684 1611 2414 1652 1223 614 304
Daily , papers read
Times 16 19 22 21 20 25 21
Guardian 14 24 27 22 17 14 12
Mail 19 16 12 14 14 11 11
Telegraph 22 15 14 22 30 34 33
LIMAII g.n.ia1_"9.,
12 20 17 13 11 11 9Standard
Express 11 8 12 7 10 8 9
Financial Times 2 4 5 7 6 6 4
Unman 5 6 4 3 2 3 2
Sun 4 3 3 2 2 • 1 1
Herald Tribune 1 1 1 1 1 * -
Star 1 1 1 * 1 1 1
Other 1 2 1 2 2 1 1
Read none regularly 21 21 21 20 15 16 22
Fig 8-15 (a) Distribution of each age group of U.K.
residents 12x
 daily papers read 1981/82 
•
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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Ape Group. 1985/86 
16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Weighted base 425 945 1012 804 502 243 142
Daily papers read
'Liam	 9	 12	 23	 22	 29	 19	 18
Guardian	 8	 18	 27	 19	 13	 17	 7
Mail	 20	 14	 11	 15	 12	 11	 10
Telearaph	 8	 8	 7	 12	 19	 22	 21
London Evenina 
Standard	 10	 20	 9	 6	 6	 5	 4
EIMELE	 11	 9	 2	 4	 5	 8	 6
Financial Times	 2	 2	 6	 7	 5	 2	 2
Mirror	 3	 8	 4	 2	 6	 3	 4
Sun	 9	 3	 2	 2	 8 • 1	 -
Herald Tribune	 1	 3	 1	 4	 2	 1	 1
Today	 1	 1	 2	 1	 1	 *	 1
Star	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1
Other	 -	 1	 1	 1	 2	 1	 1
	
Read none regularly 40	 33	 34	 29	 21	 31	 43
Fig 8-15 (b) Distribution of each age group of U.K.
residents by. daily papers read 1
 1985/86 
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
The 16-18s read the Telegraph more often than any other
paper in 1981/82 and the Mail in 1985/86. Although one of
the least likely age groups to read any daily papers
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regularly, a consistently higher percentage of the 16-18's
than of any other age group read the Mail and Sun.
The 19-24's were more likely to read the Guardian than any
other paper in 1981/82, and the l_ondon Evening Standard in
1985/86. They were the only age group whose level of
readership of the l_ondon Evening Standard did not decrease
in 1985/86. This age group were the most likely to be
l_ondon Evening Standard and Mirror readers.
The 25-34's were consistently more likely to read the
Guardian than any other paper, and they were the most
likely age group to be Guardian readers. Unlike almost all
the other age groups, their level of Guardian neadership
did not decline in 1985/86.
The 35-44's were equally likely to read both the Guardian 
or the Telegraph more than any other daily papers in
1981/82, but in 1985/86, a higher percentage of this age
group read the Times than read any other paper. They were
the most likely age group to read the Financial Times.
The 45-54's were the most likely age group to read any
daily paper regularly. The Telearaoh was the most read
paper among this age group in 1981/82, and the Times in
1985/86, when they were the most likely age group to be
Times readers.
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The 55-64's were consistently the most likely age group to
be Telegraph readers, and the Telegraph was the most often
read paper among this age group in both survey periods.
The Times was also an important paper among this age group,
and in 1981/82, they were the age group most likely to be
Times readers.
The 65 and avers were the least likely age group to read
any daily papers regularly. Their most often read papers
were the Telegraph and Times, in both survey periods.
The following table shows the distribution of daily
newspaper readership for each of the four frequency groups
of London theatre-going analysed in section 1 of Chapter 4.
1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in
brackets.
•
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Frequency group (London theatre-going) 
New
visitors	 Occasionals Frequent
	 Regulars 
Weighted base 1370(842) 1872(1097)
	 3638(1648) 1623(505)
Daily papers 
read	 7.	 7.
Times	 11	 (7)	 15 (14)	 23 (24)	 31 (35)
Guardian	 12 (13)	 15 (11)	 24 (23)	 29 (26)
Mail
	 16 (15)
	 17 (19)	 13 (12)	 11	 (7)
Telegraph	 20	 (9)	 24 (14)	 20 (12)	 18	 (6)
London Evening 
Standard	 7	 (3)	 11 (12)
	
18 (13)	 20 (10)
Express	 12	 (8)	 11	 (5)	 4	 (6)	 5	 (7)
Financial Times 2
	 (1)	 5	 (3)	 6	 (6)	 7	 (8)
Mirror	 7	 (8)	 5	 (6)	 3	 (3)	 2	 (2)
Sun	 5	 (6)	 3	 (5)	 2	 (2)	 1	 (4)
Herald Tribune	 *	 (1)	 *	 (2)	 *	 (1)	 1	 (5)
Today
	
n/a	 (1) n/a	 (1)	 n/a	 (2) n/a	 (*)
Star	 2	 (1)	 1	 (1)	 1	 (2)	 *	 (*)
Other	 1	 (1)	 2	 (1)	 *	 (1)	 *	 (*)
Read none
regularly	 26 (44)	 22 (32)	 18 (27)	 17 (25)
Fig 8-16 Distribution of each frequency group of U.K.
residents. y daily papers read 
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible.
Base = all U.K. residents
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New visitors were the least likely frequency group to read
any daily papers regularly. They read the Telegraph more
often than any other daily paper in 1981/82, and the Mail 
in 1985/86. They were the most likely frequency group to
read the Mirror, Sun and Express.
Occasional theatre-goers were, like new visitors, most
likely to read the Telegraph in 1981/82 and the Mail in
1985/86.
The Guardian and Times were both important papers among
frequent theatre-goers; they were more likely to read the
Guardian than any other paper in 1981/82, and the Times in
1985/86, but there was only a 17. difference between the
readership figures for each of these papers in both survey
periods.
Regular theatre-goers were the most likely frequency group
to read a daily paper regularly, and to read more than one
paper. The Times was consistently the most often read
paper among this frequency group. The Guardian was also a
very important paper for this frequency group. In 1981/82,
they were the most likely frequency group to read the
London Evening Standard, but readership of the London 
Evening Standard among this group showed a much larger
percentage decline in 1985/86 than among other groups, and
London Evening Standard readership was higher among the
occasional and frequent theatre-goers than among regular
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theatre-goers in 1985/86. Regular theatre-goers were
consistently the most likely frequency group to read the
Financial Times ,
 or the Herald Tribune.
The following table shows selected demographic and
frequency of theatre-going variations between readers of
the five most read daily papers.
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Pailv newspapers read 	 1981/82
Times Guardian Telegraph Mail Standard
Weighted base 1785 1768 1774 1118 1267
% %
London boroughs 67 68 45 48 77
Female 50 59 54 62 64
Under 35 52 62 40 57 64
Mean age (actual) 37 33 40 34 33
This is first visit 8 9 15 18 8
12 or more others 28 26 16 14 25
Mean frequency
(actual) 4 4 3 3 4
Daily newspapers read s 1985/86
Times Guardian Telegraph Mail Standard
Weighted base 773 734 450 568 407
7.
London boroughs 73 61 55 50 79
Female 47 51 46 64 49
Under 35 48 63 40 59 76
Mean age (actual) 37 33 40 33 29
This is first visit 8 17 20 23 7
12 or more others 22 17 7 6 11
Mean frequency
(actual) 4 3 2 2 3
Fig 8-17 Selected demoaraphic and related variations 
between U.K. resident readers of the five most
read, daily papers 
Base=U.K. resident Times Guardians Telegraph. 
Mail and London Evening Standard readers
479
A considerable majority of Times, Guardian and London 
Evenina Standard readers were consistently London boroughs
residents.	 The majority of Telearaph and Mail readers in
1981/82 were from outside London. 	 In 1985/86,	 the
majority of Telegraph readers were London boroughs
residents, while Mail readers were evenly divided between
the two area of residence groups.
In 1981/82, because of their numerical prominence among the
U.K. resident audience, women accounted for the majority of
readers of each of the papers examined, apart from the
Times which was evenly divided between the sexes in its
readership. In 1985/86, with women less predominant among
the U.K. resident audience than in 1981/82, although still
accounting for the majority of U.K. residents, only the
•
Mail retained a substantial majority of female readers, and
the Guardian a very slight majority of female readers; for
the other four papers examined, the majority of readers
were male. Mail readers were consistently the most likely
to be female. Times readers were the most likely group to
be male in 1981/82, Telegraph readers in 1985/86.
For the three most important dailies, the Telearaph, Times 
and Guardian, the age distribution of their readers
remained very similar in both survey periods. Telegraph 
.11
readers had the oldest mean age in both survey periods.
60% of Telegraph readers in both survey periods were aged
35 or over. Guardian and London Evening . Standard readers
had the youngest mean age in 1981/82.
	 In 1985/86 the mean
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age of London Evenina Standard readers decreased by four
years, and was the youngest of any of the groups of readers
examined in detail. More than half of all London Evenina 
Standard readers were aged under 25 in 1985/86. The
majority of Guardian, Mail and London Evenina Standard 
readers were consistently aged under 35. Times readers were
the most evenly balanced between the under 35's and the 35
and overs.
Times readers consistently contained the highest percentage
of theatre-goers who had made 12 or more other visits to
London theatres in the past 12 months. They were the only
group of those readers examined in detail who did not show
a decrease in mean frequency of London theatre-going in
1985/86. London Evenina Standard readers showed the
largest decrease in the percentage who had made 12 or more
visits in the last 12 months in 1985/86. Guardian readers
showed the largest percentage increase in 1985/86 in
readers who were making their first visit in 12 months to
a London theatre.
The following table shows selected demographic and theatre-
going frequency differences between those who do, and those
who do not, read a daily newspaper regularly. 	 1981/82
figures	 are given first, 1985/86 figures follow
brackets.
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Read daily papers Do not read
Weighted base
	 6803 (2783) 1704 (1314)
London boroughs 56 (60) 53 (55)
Female 58 (52) 65 (57)
Mean age (actual) 36 (35) 35 (33)
Mean frequency (actual) 3 (3) 2 (2)
Fig 8-18 Selected demographic and related variations 
between those U.K. residents who read and do
not read a daily paper regularly 
Base - all U.K. residents
Those who did read daily papers regularly were more likely
to be London boroughs residents, and to be male, than those
who did not. They had an older mean age and a Nigher mean
frequency of London theatre-going than those who did not
read a daily paper regularly.
•
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(b) Sunday newspapers read
The following table shows the percentage of the U.K.
resident audience who read each of those Sunday newspapers
which were mentioned by more than 17. of respondents.
1981/82	 1985/86
Weighted base 8509 4086
Sunday papers read
Sunday Times 41 26
Observer 28 19
Sunday Express 13 9
Sunday Telearaph 11 6
Mail on Sunday 3 9
News of the World 2 5
Sunday Mirror 3 2
Sunday People 2 2
Other 1 1
Read none regularly 24 43
Fig 8-19 Distribution of the U.K. resident audience 1 ay.
Sunday papers. read
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
The following table shows these results re-weighted with
weights inversely proportional to frequency of theatre-
going to give the percentages of individuals who read each
paper, the number of U.K. resident readers of	 each
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newspaper there were among the West End audience in each
survey period, and the percentage of the total number of
readers of each newspaper who attended the West End
theatre, as was done for daily newspapers in Fig 8-12.
% of theatre-
% of
readership
goers readers attending
reading (thousands) theatre (6)
Weighted base
Sunday papers read
2814
no.
Sunday Times 34 718 17
Observer 23 488 20
Sunday Express 16 331 5
Sunday Telegraph 11 239 10
Mail on Sunday 4 90 2
News gLf the World 3 67
Sunday Mirror 5 115 1
Sunday People 4 80 1
Fig 8-20 (a) Percentage of U.K. resident theatre-goers who
read each Sunday paper, number of theatre-
going readers of ea, 	 percentage of total 
readership attending theatre 1981/82 
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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% of
% of theatre-	 readership
goers	 readers	 attending 
reading	 (thousands)	 theatre
Weighted base
Sunday papers read
1693
7. no.
Sunday Times 27 793 21
Observer 19 561 21
Sunday Express, 9 264 4
Sunday Telegraph 6 164 7
Mail on Sunday 9 266 10
News of the World 3 90 1
Sunday Mirror 3 88 1
Sunday People 2 68 1
Fig 8-20 (b) Percentage of U.K. resident theatre'-goers who
read each Sunday paper. number of theatre-
going readers of each and percentage of total 
readership attending theatre. 1985/86 
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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A lower percentage of the U.K. resident audience read a
Sunday paper regularly than read a daily paper regularly.
Sunday newspaper readership was much more concentrated on a
few papers than daily newspaper readership was.
The Sunday Times was both the most often mentioned Sunday
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newspaper, and the most often mentioned of any newspaper,
either daily or Sunday, in both survey periods, with many
more readers among the West End audience than its nearest
rivals. Although the percentage of the total U.K. resident
audience who read the Sunday Times showed a large decrease
in 1985/86, because the numbers of U.K. resident theatre-
goers in the West End audience overall increased, actual
readership of the Sunday Times increased. There were
around 271,000 more theatre-going readers of the Sunday 
Times in 1981/82 than of its nearest rival, the Daily 
Teleoraph, and around 234,000 more theatre-going readers of
the Sunday Times in 1985/86 than of the Times, its nearest
rival in the second survey period.
The Observer was the second most often read Sunday paper,
and like the Sunday Times it was read by more theatre-goers
than any of the daily papers, with around 41,000 more
readers than the Daily Telegraph, in 1981/82, and around
2,000 more readers than the Times in 1985/86.
The most often read Sunday papers, after the Sunday Times 
and Observer, were the Sunday Express and Sunday Teleqraph 
in 1981/82, and the Sunday Express and Mail on Sunday in
1985/86.
In 1981/82, although the same percentage of the U.K.
resident audience read the Sunday Mirror as read the Mail
on Sunday, because of a lower mean frequency of London
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theatre going among Sunday Mirror readers, the Sunday 
Mirror had more readers than the Mail on Sunday . In
£985186, however, the number of readers of the Mail on
Sunday showed a large increase, while the number of readers
of the Sunday Mirror decreased.
As with the Daily Telegraph, the percentage of the U K_. .
resident audience who read the Sunday Telegraph, and the
number of readers of the Sunday Telegraph, decreased in
1985/86.
The Sunday Times and Sunday Express each had more theatre-
going readers than their daily equivalent newspapers, and
the Sunday Telegraph and Mail on Sunday fewer theatre-going
readers than their daily equivalents. The Sunday Mirror 
had more readers than the Daily Mirror in 1981/82, and
fewer in 1985/86.
The numbers of Sunday Express, Telegraph, Mirror and People 
readers among the U.K. resident audience decreased in
1985/86, while the number of rgaders of all the other
Sunday papers showed large increases.
Although the Sunday
 Times predominated in terms of actual
number of readers, a relatively small percentage of Sunday 
Times readers attended the West End theatre, especially
when compared with the high percentage of Times readers who
did so.	 A higher percentage of readers of the Observer 
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than of the other Sunday papers attended the West End
theatre in 1981/82, while in 1985/86, an equal percentage
of both Sunday Times and Observer readers attended the West
End theatre.
The percentage of Times and Guardian readers who attended
the London theatre was consistently higher than the
percentage of Sunday Times and Observer readers who did so.
The remaining tables in this section on Sunday newspaper
readership concentrate on an analysis of the basic weighted
data as presented in Fig 8-19.
The following table shows the distribution of Sunday
newspaper readership among London boroughs residents and
other U.K. residents. 1981/82 figures are given first,
1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
•
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Area of residence
Rest U.K.London boroughs
Weighted base 4654 (2397) 3832 (1669)
Sunday papers read 7.
Sunday Times 46 (28) 36 (24)
Observer 33 (21) 21 (16)
Sunday Express 9 (7) 17 (11)
Sunday Telearaph 10 (5) 12 (7)
Mail on Sunday 2 (8) 4 (10)
News of the World 2 (5) 3 (5)
Sunday Mirror 3 (2) 5 (3)
Sunday People 2 (1) 3 (3)
Other * (*) 2 (*)
Read none regularly 24 (47) 23 (46)
Fig 8-21 Distribution of London boroughs residents and
other U.K. residents. ty.Sunday papers read
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
Residents of the U.K. outside London showed a greater
spread of readership of Sunday newspapers than London
boroughs residents did, and London boroughs residents'
readership was more concentrated on the two most important
Sunday papers. Both groups were consistently more likely
to read the Sunday Times and Observer than any other Sunday
papers. Readership of most of the Sunday papers other than
the Sunday Times
	 and Observer was higher among U.K.
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residents from outside London thaR among London boroughs
resident.
The following table shows the distribution of Sunday
newspaper readership for each sex. 1981/82 figures are
given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
Weighted base
Sunday , papers read
Sex
Male
(1894)
(27)
(21)
(10)
(6)
(B)
(5)
(2)
(2)
(1)
(42)
Female
5098
39
28
14
11
3
2
4
3
1
21
(2180)
(26)
(17)
(8)
(5)
(10)
(5)
(3)
(1)
(1)
(45)
3392
44
29
'	 12
12
3
2
3
2
1
22
Sunday Times
Observer
Sunday Express
Sunday Telearaph
Mail on Sunday
News of the World
Sunday Mirror
Sunday, People
Other
Read none regularly
Fig 8-22 Distribution of each sex of U.K. residents
km Sunday papers read
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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Men were more likely than women to read a Sunday newspaper,
and their readership levels of the majority of Sunday
papers were higher than those of women. Women were
slightly more likely than men to be Sunday Express, Sunday 
Mirror and Sunday People readers in 1981/82, and slightly
more likely to be Mail on Sunday and Sunday Mirror readers
in 1985/86.
The following table shows the distribution of Sunday
newspaper readership for each age group. 1981/82 figures
are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
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Age Group. 1981/e2
16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Weighted base 661 1607 248e 1621 1201 612 301
Sunday papers read
Sunday Times 35 39 46 45 40 38 27
Observer 24 28 31 27 29 28 26
Sunday Express 19 12 e 13 20 18 15
Sunday Telegraph 14 9 7 12 15 17 19
Mail on Sunday 4 4 2 5 3 2 2
News of the World 4 3 2 2 2 2 2
Sunday Mirror 7 4 4 3 3 2 1
Sunday People 2 4 3 2 1 2 2
Other 2 1 * * 1 1 *
Read none regularly 22 27 25 22 18 21 28
Fig 8-23 (a) Distribution of each age group of U.K.
residents by. Sunday_ papers read 1981/82 
* = less than 0.5%
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
•
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EIRE Group. 1985/86
55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54
Weighted base
	 420	 938	 1011	 803	 502 241 142
Sunday, papers read
Sunday Times,
	13 	 18	 32	 32	 34 24 14
Observer	 9	 14	 26	 19	 21 24 10
Sunday Express 	 6	 8	 5	 11	 13 15 14
Sunday Telearaoh	 3	 4	 3	 e	 9 9 11
Mail on Sunday.	9 	 9	 9	 12	 8 9 2
News of the World	 11	 9	 2	 3	 4 1 2
Sunday Mirror	 2	 2	 2	 1	 3 2 4
Sunday People	 1	 1	 1	 2	 4 1 1
Other	 1	 1	 -	 *	 1 1 *
Read none regularly 55 	 49	 41	 35	 31 40 56
Fig 8 23 (b) Distribution of each age group of U.K.
residents1	 y. Sunday, papers read 1
 1985/86
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
The	 65	 and overs were consistently the least likely age
group	 to read any Sunday paper regularly, the 45-54s the
most likely.
The Sunday Times was consistently the most often read
Sunday newspaper among all age groups. The 25-54s were
the most likely age groups to be Sunday Times readers, the
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16-18's and 65 and avers least likely.
The Observer was the second most often read Sunday paper
among all age groups, except the 16-18's in 1985/86 only,
when the News of the World became their second most often
read Sunday paper. Observer, readership Was consistently
highest among the 25-34's.
The Sunday Express was particularly popular among the 45
and avers. It also had a high readership level among the
16-18's in 1981/82, but this group showed the largest
percentage fall in Sunday Express readership in 1985/86, to
become one of the least likely age groups to read it
As with the Daily Telegraph, readership levels of the
Sunday Telegraph tended to increase with age, although in
1981/82, readership of the Sunday Telegraph was also high
among the 16-18's. The highest readership levels of the
Sunday Telegraph were consistently found among the 65 and
overs.
•
The highest level of Mail on Sunday readership was
consistently found among the 35-44's.
The 16-18's were the age group most likely to read the News
of the World, and the percentage of this age group who read
the News of the World increased in 1985/86.
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The following table shows the distribution of Sunday
newspaper readership for each of the four frequency groups
of London theatre-going analysed in section 1 of Chapter 4.
1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures follow, in
brackets.
Frequency g roup (London theatre-going) 
New
Visitors Occasionals Frequent	 REsulang.
Weighted base 1368(839)
Sunday papers.
1871(1095) 3632(1624) 1620(501)
read
Sunday Times 27 (12) 34 (25) 45 (32) 52 (35)
Observer 17 (10) 23 (12) 30 (24) 39 (34)
Sunday Ex press 20 (11) 16 (9) 12 (9). 8 (5)
S. Telegraph 11 (6) 13 (5) 11 (7) 12 (3)
Mail on Sunday 5 (11) 3 (10) 3 (10) 1 (5)
News of the
World 3 (5) 4 (7) 2 (4) 2 (4)
Sunday	Mirror 6 (4) 5 (2) 3 (1) 2 (1)
Sunday Peop le 6 (3) 3 (1) 2 (1) 1 (1)
Other 1 (1) 1 (1) * (*) * (*)
Read none
regularly 28 (54) 25 (44) 24 (35) 20 (30)
Fig 8-24 Distribution of each frequency group of U.K.
residents. by_ Sunday papers, read
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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The more frequent the theatre-goer, the more likely they
were to read 4 Sunday paper regularly. The Sunday Times 
was consistently the most often read paper among all
frequency groups.
Sunday Times readership was highest among regular theatre-
goers, with over half claiming to read it regularly in
1981/82. They were also the most likely frequency group to
read the Observer. Sunday Express readership was highest
among the new visitors group, and it was their second
most often read Sunday paper. The Observer was the second
most important paper after the Sunday Times for each of the
other three frequency categories. New visitors were the
most likely group to read the Mail on Sunday, Sunday Mirror 
and Sunday Peo p le, and occasional theatre-goers the most
likely group to read the News of the World.
The following table gives selected demographic and
frequency of theatre-going variations between readers of
the five most read Sunday papers.
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Sunday newspapers read 1 1981/82
Times Observer Telegraph Mail Express
Weighted base 3480 2379 940 250 1097
% V.
London boroughs 61 64 50 37 41
Female 56 59 60 64 63
Under 35 56 57 41 57 46
Mean age (actual) 35 36 40 34 38
This is first visit 10 10 15 28 24
12 or more others 24 26 19 5 11
Mean frequency
(actual) 4 4 3 2 3
Sunday newspapers read 	 1985/86
Times Observer Telegraph Mail Express
Weighted base 1068
%
764
%
238
%
364
t
370
V.
London	 boroughs 62 65 47 54 43
Female 54 47 50 60 47
Under 35 51 55 36 55 39
Mean age (actual) 36 36 40 34 39
This is first visit 10 11 22 23 26
12 or more others 16 22 6 6 7
Mean frequency
(actual) 3 4 3 2 2
Fig 8-25 Selected demographic and related variations 
between U.K. resident readers of the five
most read Sunday papers 
Base=all U.K. resident Sunday Times,Observer,
Sunday Telegraph, Mail on Sunday and Sunday 
Express readers.
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Sunday Times and Observer readers were consistently more
likely to be London boroughs residents than to be from
other parts of the U.K. Sunday Telegraph readers were
fairly evenly divided between London boroughs residents and
other U.K. residents. Sunday Express readers were more
likely to live outside London than to be London boroughs
residents. Mail on Sunday readers were the only group to
show a major change in area of residence distribution
between the two survey periods; in 1981/82, the majority
were from outside London, while in 1985/86, the majority
were London boroughs residents.
Women accounted for the majority of readers of each of the
five most important Sunday newspapers in 1981/82. In
1985/86, they accounted for the majority of Sunday Times 
and Mail on Sunday readers only, with Sunday Telegraph 
readers being evenly divided between the sexes, and the
majority of Observer and Sunday Express readers being male,
Women consistently formed a higher percentage of Mail on
Sunday readers than of any other of the papers examined.
Mail on Sunday readers consistently had the youngest mean
age, and Sunday Telegraph readers the oldest. The mean
ages of Sunday Express and Sunday Times readers increased
in 1985/86, while the mean ages of readers of the other
main Sunday papers examined stayed the same. Sunday Times 
readers consistently had a younger mean age than Times 
readers.	 Mail on Sunday readers had the same mean age as
Daily, Mail readers in 1981/82, and a slightly older mean
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age in 1985/86. The mean ages of readers of the Sunday , and
Daily Telegraph were the same in both survey periods.
Sunday Times and Observer readers had a higher mean
frequency of London theatre-going than readers of the other
three papers examined in detail in 1981/82. In 1985/86,
mean frequency of London theatre-going declined among
Sunday Times readers, and Observer readers had the highest
mean frequency of London theatre-going. Mail on Sunday 
readers consistently had a low mean frequency of London
theatre-going. Mean frequency of London theatre-going among
Sunday	 xpress readers declined in 1985/86 to about the
same level as that of Mail on Sunday readers. Sunday
Telegraph readers consistently had a mean frequency in the
middle of the range.
The following table shows selected demographic and theatre-
going frequency differences between those who do, and those
who do not, read a Sunday newspaper regularly. 	 1981/82
figures	 are given first, 1985/86 figures follow 	 in
brackets.
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Read Sunday papers Do not read
Weighted base 6493 (2308) 2016 (1778)
%
London boroughs 55 (55) 56 (57)
Female 59 (52) 62 (55)
Mean age (actual) 36 (35) 35 (32)
Mean frequency 3 (3) 3 (2)
(actual)
Fig 8-26 Selected demographic and related variations 
between those U.K. residents who read and do
not read a Sunday paper reaularlv 
Base = all U.K. residents
Those who read a Sunday paper regularly were slightly more
likely to be from outside London than those who did not,
the reverse of the situation among those who were daily
paper readers. They were more likely to be male and had an
older mean age than those who did not read a Sunday paper
regularly; these characteristics were shared by those who
did read daily papers regularly when compared with those
who did not do so. Mean frequency of London theatre-going
was higher among those who read a Sunday paper regularly
than among those who did not in 1985/86. There was a less
marked difference in mean frequency of theatre-going
between the two groups than there were between those wilo
did and did not read a daily paper regularly.
The following table shows the levels of readership of the
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six most read daily papers among readers of the five most
read Sunday papers.
I
re'
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Sunday papers read 1 1981/82
Mail ExpressTimes Observer Telegraph
Weighted base 3502 2383 961 267 1094
Daily papers read % % % %
Times 35 27 19 7 11
Guardian 27 42 7 7 7
Telegraph 23 18 59 15 29
Mail 12 11 20 64 30
Express 5 4 10 14 33
London Evening
Standard 20 18 21 20 19
Sunday papers read 1 1985/86
Mail ExpressTimes Observer Telegraph
Weighted base 1029 752 212 373 364
Daily papers read % % % .% %
Times 48 30 21 1 9
Guardian 27 52 8 11 7
Telegraph 16 7 58 12 28
Mail 11 .	 9 14 63 29
Ex press 4 3 14 12 34
London Evening
Standard 9 12 10 16 8
Fig 8-27 Distribution of U.K. resident readers of most
read Sunday papers.12y. readership of most read
daily papers 
More than one answer possible
Base=U.K. resident Sunday Times, Observer, Sunday 
Telegraph, Mail on Sunday and Sunday Express 
readers.
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Where an equivalent daily paper existed, each of the five
groups of Sunday newspaper readers examined were more
likely to read that paper than to read any other daily.
Readers of the Mail on Sunday were the most likely to also
read the equivalent daily newspaper. Sunday Exoress 
readers the least likely to do so. The Observer has no
direct equivalent daily paper, but a very high percentage
of Observer readers, much higher than for readers of any of
the other Sunday papers examined, read the Guardian 
regularly.	 Sunday, Teleoraoh readers were the most likely
also to read the London Evenino Standard in 1981/82, and
Mail on Sunday readers were most likely to do so in
1985/86.
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Cc) Local Newspapers read 
A question on which local newspapers were read regularly
was included only in the 1981/82 surveys. The London 
Evening Standard was excluded from the analysis of this
question, as it was analysed under the daily papers
category, and would obviously have far outsold any other
local papers.	 Respondents who wrote in London Evening 
Standard in answer to the question on local
	 papers read
had	 their replies reclassified as	 daily	 newspaper
readership.
437. of respondents claimed to read a local paper regularly.
When the results were re—analysed by weighting with weights
inversely proportional to frequency of London theatre—going
to give the number of individuals who were regulr readers
of a local paper, it was estimated that the West End
audience in 1981/82 contained around 1.1 million U.K.
residents who read a local paper regularly.
Few individual local papers were mentioned by more than 17.
of respondents, and none by more than 5%. The most often
mentioned papers were, in order of importance; the
Hampstead and Highgate Express, the Islington Gazette, the
Surrey Comet and the Kentish Times.	 Those counties or
regions outside London whose local papers were most often
mentioned were, in order of importance; Surrey, Kent,
Essex, Bucks and Sussex. The importance of local papers
from these areas was, however, as likely to have been a
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reflection of the areas theatre-goers were most likely to
come from as it was to indicate that residents of those
particular areas were much more likely than other theatre-
goers to read their local paper.
Although two of the four most often mentioned local papers
were London papers, London boroughs residents were much
less likely than other U.K. residents to read a local paper
regularly. 337. of London boroughs residents and 547. of
other U.K. residents claimed to read a local paper
regularly.
Women were slightly more likely than men to read a local
paper regularly; 477. did so compared with 447. of men.
The 16-18s and the 45-54s were the most likely age groups
to read a local paper regularly; 587. of the former and 557.
of the latter did so. The 19-24s were the least likely to
do so, and only 367. of them read a local paper regularly.
,
The more frequent the theatre-goer, the less likely they
were to read a local paper regularly. 537. of those who
were making their first visit in 12 months to a London
theatre read a local paper regularly, compared with 327. Al
those who had made 12 or more other visits in the previous
12 months.
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The following table shows selected demographic and theatre-
going frequency differences between those who do, and those
who do not, read a local paper regularly. 1981/82 figures
are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
Read local pa per Do not read
Weighted base 3683 4807
London boroughs 40 66
Female 65 57
Mean age (actual) 37 35
Mean frequency (actual) 3 3
Fig 8-28 Selected demographic and related variations 
between those U.K. residents who read and do
not read a local paper regularly 
Base = all U.K. residents
Those who read a local paper regularly were far more likely
than those who did not to live outside London. They were
more likely to be female, and had a higher mean age. There
was no difference in mean freguengy of London theatre-going
between the two groups.
ar•
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(d) Periodicals and maqazines read
In 1981/82, U.K. resident respondents were asked whether
they regularly read any of a given list of periodicals.
The list was compiled from those which were known to
include classified listings or features on London theatre.
The Radio and TV Times were added to this list as it was
thought likely they would be widely read. The following
table gives the results of this question in 1981/82.
1981/82 
Weighted base	 8492
Periodicals read
What's On?
	 6
This IA London 
Where To Go (7)	 2
London Review	 1
Ms. London 
Girl About Town
Radio Times	 31
TV Times	 19
Time Out	 14
City Limits	 5
(e)Event	 2
None of these regularly	 50
Fig 8-29 Distribution of the U.K. resident audience by.
periodicals read. 1981/82 
* = less than 0.57.
More than one answer possible
Base = U.K. residents
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For the 1985/86 surveys, it was decided that the question
on periodicals and magazines read should be left open in
case any publications which were widely read among the West
End audience had not been included in the 1981/82 list.
This produced unsatisfactory results, however. The absence
of a list to chose from resulted in a very wide range of
periodicals and magazines being mentioned, the majority
which were hobby or specialised interest publications, with
very few titles mentioned by more than one or two
individuals. Only Time Out and City Limits, Radio Times,
Vogue and the Economist were each mentioned by more than
17. of respondents. Far fewer people mentioned the Radio or
TV Times in 1985/86 than in 1981/82, but this is more
likely to have been because they did not regard these
publications as periodicals or magazines when they received
no	 prompting, rather than that readership of	 these
publications decreased by a large amount in 1985/86. .
The following table shows the results obtained from the
1985/86 surveys. Only those publications mentioned by 17.
or more of respondents are listed. All others are grouped
together under a general heading. 'Precise comparisons can
not be made with the 1981/82 results because of the likely
under-reporting of readership of some publications in
1985/86 which is suggested by the relatively lower figures
,••••
for Radio and TV Times readership in the second survey
period.
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1985/86 
Weighted base	 4074
Periodicals read
Time Out	 8
City Limits	 2
Vogue	 2
Economist	 4
Spectator	 1
Harpers and Queen	 1
Tatler	 1
Radio Times	 2
TV Times	 1
Listener	 1
Free distribution	 1
Theatre magazines	 2
Dance magazines	 3
Women's magazines not
included above	 11
Other periodicals not included
above	 8
Read none regularly	 60
•
Fig 8-30 Distribution of the U.K. resident audience
periodicals read. 1985/86 
More than one answer possible
Base = U.K. residents
The following table shows the results for the most often
mentioned publications for both survey periods, re-weighted
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with	 weights inversely proportional to frequency 	 of
theatre-going to give the percentage of 	 individuals who
read each publication, the number of U.K. resident readers
of each publication there were among the West End
audiences, and the percentage of the total number of
readers of each publication who attended the West End
theatre, as was done for daily newspapers in Fig 8-12, and
for Sunday newspapers in Fig 8-20.
% of
% of theatre-	 readership
goers
	 readers	 attending 
reading,	(thousands) 	 theatre (9)
Weighted base 2809
Periodicals read % no. %
Radio Times 30 638
.	 8
TV Times 20 416 5
Time Out 10 218 100
City, Limits 3 70 98
Ms London 6 128 unav.
Girl About Town 6 124 unav.
What's On 4 88 unav.
d
Fig 8-31 (a) Percentage of U.K. resident theatre-goers who
read the most read periodicals, number of
theatre-going readers of each and percentage 
of total readership attending theatre 1981/82 
* = less than 0.57.
unav. = circulation figures not available
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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% of
% of theatre-	 readership 
goers	 readers	 attending 
reading	 (thousands)	 theatre 
Weighted base	 1679
Periodicals read	 7.	 no.
Radio Times	 4	 126	 1
TV Times	 3	 97	 1
Time Out	 5	 155	 76
City Limits	 2	 68	 91
Spectator	 1	 34	 48
Economist	 3	 84	 13
Vogue	 2	 55	 14
Fig 8-31 (b) Percentage of U.K. resident theatre-goers who
read the most read periodicals1 number of
theatre-going readers of each and percentage 
of total readership attending theatre 1985/86 
* = less than 0.57.
unav. = circulation figures not available
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
Allowing for the fact that the Radio and TV Times did not
feature prominently in the 1985/86 list of publications
read, for reasons already stated, they were probably the
most widely read publications among theatre-goers, with a
much larger number of theatre-going readers in 1981/82 than
for any of the other periodicals listed. 	 Aowever, the
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percentage of the total number of readers of these
publications who actually attended the West End theatre was
very small.
Time Out was the most often read publication after the
Radio and TV Times in 1981/82, and in 1985/86, it was the
only one which more than 57. of the U.K. resident audience
claimed to read regularly. Almost 1007. of Time Q.
were estimated to have attended the West End Theatre at
least once during the 1981/82 survey period. This figure
fell to 767. in 1985/86.
In 1981/82, several other entertainment listings magazines
were included in the list for respondents to select from.
What's On had the highest readership after Time Out. 
followed by City Limits, Event and Where to Go .
The number of City Limits readers among the West End
audience was far lower than the number of Time Out readers.
However, consistently more than 907. of City Limits readers
were estimated to have attended the West End theatre during
each of the survey periods.
The free distribution magazines, Girl About Town and Ms
London had a large number of theatre-going readers in
1981/82, coming behind only the Radio and TV Times and Time
Out in importance. However, as circulation figures were
not available for these publications, it was not possible
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to tell what percentage of their readers attended the
London theatre. In 1985/86, these magazines did not
feature nearly so prominently, perhaps because, as Was
likely to have been the case with the Radio and TV Times,
respondents	 would	 not think
	 of	 free	 distribution
publications	 as being
	 periodicals which	 they	 read
regularly unless prompted.
In 1985/86, several publications which had not 	 been
included in the 1981/82 listings proved to be quite
important among theatre-goers, although the numbers of
theatre-going readers of each was small. The most
important of these were the Economist, Vogue and the
Spectator. Although the Spectator is a small circulation
publication, a high percentage of Spectator readers, an
estimated 487., attended the West End theatre during the
1985/86 survey period.
There were variations in periodical readership patterns
between the different demographic groups. In both survey
periods, London boroughs residents were more likely to read
periodicals regularly than other U.K. residents were,
especially the entertainment listings magazines. Those
living in London would be much more likely to make use of
listings magazines which concentrated on London events on a
regular basis than those who did not. 207. of London
boroughs residents in 1981/82 read Time Out regularly,
falling to 107. in 1985/86. 	 Figures for other
	 U.K.
residents were 67. in both survey periods.
	 87. of London
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boroughs residents read City Limits in 1981/82, 47. in
1985/86. Figures for other U.K. residents were 27. and less
than 0.57. respectively.
Women were slightly more likely than men to read
periodicals regularly in both survey periods, but, except
for those publications aimed specifically at a female
market, there was little difference between the sexes in
the percentage of each who read particular publications.
Most of the women's magazines mentioned were also read
by some men; for example, 37. of men in 1981/82 claimed to
read either Ms London or Girl About Town regularly.
The under 35 age groups were in general less likely to read
any periodicals regularly than the older age groups were.
The 19-24's were consistently the most likely age group to
read Time Out, while the 25-34's were the most likely age
group to read City, Limits.
The percentage who read any periodicals regularly decreased
as frequency of London theatre-66ing increased, in both
survey periods. Regular theatre-goers were the most likely
group to be regular Radio Times readers, and new visitors
were the most likely frequency group to be regular TV Times
readers. 227. of regular theatre-goers in 1981/82 read Time
Out regularly, falling to 127. in 1985/86. The level of
City Limits, readership among regular theatre-goers was
in 1981/82 and 5% in 1985/86.
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The	 following table gives selected	 demographic	 and
frequency of theatre-going variations between readers of
the Radio and TV Times, and of the four main specialist
entertainment listings magazines in 1981/82; and of the six
publications mentioned most often in the 1985/86 surveys.
The Radio and TV Times are not included in the detailed
analysis for 1985/86 because of the probable under-
reporting of readership for these two publications in the
1985/86 surveys, so that it is unlikely that comparisons
could usefully be made between Radio and TV Times readers
over the two survey periods.
Periodicals read
Radio TV Time City
Event
What's
Times Times Q. On
Weighted base	 2653 1648 1173 446 184 505
% % % % % 7.
London	 boroughs 51 50 80 85 81 63
Female 60 63 60 59 50 64
Mean age (actual) 39 37 29 29 29 36
Mean frequency •
(actual) 3 3 5 6 4 5
Fig 8-32 (a) Selected demographic and related variations 
between U.K. resident readers of selected 
periodicals. 1981/82 
Base - U.K. resident Radio Times, TV Times,
Time Qat, City Limits, Event, and What's On
readers
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Periodicals read
	
Time	 City	 Econo- Spect-
	
Out	 Limits	 Vogue mist
	 ator
Weighted base 340
%
98
%
81
%
159
%
57
%
London	 boroughs 66 93 63 50 67
Female 51 49 75 25 36
Mean age (actual) 30 29 32 35 47
Mean frequency
(actual) 4 3 3 5 2
Fig 8-32 (b) Selected demographic and related variations 
between U.K. resident readers of selected 
periodicals. 1985/86 
Base = U.K. resident Time Out, City Limits,
Vogue, Economist and Spectator readers
Among readers of the entertainment magazines in 1981/82,
London boroughs residents predominated among readers of
Time Out, City Limits and Event. Although London boroughs
residents also accounted for the majority of readers of
What's On, readers of this magazine were more likely to be
from outside London than were readers of any of the other
entertainment magazines examined. Readers of the Radio and
TV Times were fairly evenly divided between London boroughs
residents and other U.K. residents.
The area of residence profile of Time Out readers changed
in 1985/86, with a higher percentage being from outside
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London than in 1981/82. City Limits readers were more
likely than Time Out readers to be London boroughs
residents in 1985/86. Spectator and Vogue readers were
more likely to be London boroughs residents than to be from
other parts of the U.K., while Economist readers were
evenly divided between London boroughs residents and other
U.K. residents.
The majority of readers of the publications analysed in
detail from the 1981/82 surveys were female, except in the
case of Event, whose readers were evenly divided between
men and women.
The percentage of Time Out and City Limits readers who were
female declined in 1985/86, when there was a fairly even
division between the sexes among their readership. Vogue 
readers were predominantly female, while Economist and
Spectator readers were predominantly male.
In 1981/82, the mean ages of readers of Time Out, City 
Limits and Event were all relatiVely young, much younger
than that of readers of What's On. Time Out and City 
Limits readers continued to have a relatively young mean
age in 1985/86, although the mean age of Time Out readers
increased slightly. Spectator readers had a much older
mean age than readers of any of the other publications
examined in detail in 1985/86.
517
City Limits readers had the highest mean frequency of
London theatre-going in 1981/82, but this fell sharply in
1985/86, when their mean frequency of theatre-going was
lower than that of Time Out readers, the reverse of the
1981/82 situation. The mean frequency of theatre-going
among Economist readers in 1985/86 was the highest of any
of the groups of readers examined in detail in 1985/86.
The following table shows selected demographic and theatre-
going frequency differences between those who did, and
those who did not, read periodicals regularly.	 1981/82
figures	 are given first, 1985/86 figures follow	 in
brackets. 1981/82 figures refer to those who did, or did
not, read any of the listed periodicals regularly, while
1985/86 figures refer to those who did, or did, not, read
any periodicals or magazines regularly.
Read periodicals Do not read
Weighted base 4228 (1625) 4264 (2449)
London boroughs 60 (62) 49 (Si.)
Female 62 (53) 57 (52)
Mean age (actual) 36 (34) 36 (34)
Mean frequency (actual) 4 (3) 3 (2)
Fig 8-33 Selected demographic and related variations 
between those U.K. residents who read and do
not read periodicals regularly 
Base = all U.K. residents
518
rThose who did read periodicals re gularly were more likely
to be London boroughs residents and to be female than those
who did not. There was no difference in the mean ages of
the two groups. Those who did read periodicals regularly
had a higher mean frequency of London theatre-going than
those who did not. This would be linked to the fact that
many of the publications listed in both survey periods were
publications,
	 wouldentertainmentspecialist	 which
obviousl y be of most interest to those who went to the
theatre regularly.
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(e) Radio stations listened to
In the 1981182 surveys only, respondents were asked to
select from a list those radio stations they listened to on
most days. The list included all the BBC national radio
stations, and those independent and BBC London stations
which it was thought likely would either carry features on,
or advertising for, West End
gives the results of this question.
theatres.	 The following table
1981/82
Weighted base 8473
Radio stations listened to
Radio 1 22
Radio 2 20
Radio 3 22
Radio 4 40
Capital Radio 27
Radio London 4
LBC 12
None of these regularly 16
Fig 8-34 Distribution of the U.K.`resident audience
laz radio stations listened to. 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
As with newspapers and periodicals, these figures were then
re-weighted with weights inversely proportional to
frequency of theatre-going to provide estimates of what
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percentage of individual theatre-goers listened to each
station, of the number of listeners to each station among
the West End audience, and of the percentage of listeners
to each station who attended the West End theatre during
the 1981/82 survey period. The following table shows these
re-weighted results.
% of
V. of theatre-	 listeners 
goers,
	listeners 	 attending 
()listening	 (thousands)	 theatre 10
Weighted base 2803
Radio stations
7. no.listened to
Radio 1 25 530 •	 9
Radio 2 25 529 14
Radio 3 17 366 73
Radio 4 37 780 24
Capital Radio 22 466 13
Radio London 5 106 unav.
L. 208 5
Fig 8-35 Percentage of U.K. resident theatre-goers who
listen to major radio stations number of
theatre-going listeners to each and percentage 
of total listeners attending theatre 1981/82 
unav. = listening figures not available
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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Radio 4 was the important station, both in terms of the
percentage of the total audience who listened to it, and in
terms of total number of listeners. Capital Radio was
listened to be a higher percentage of the overall West End
audience than were any of the other BBC radio stations, but
it had fewer theatre-going listeners than either Radio 1 or
Radio 3. Although Radio 3 was listened to by only a very
small percentage of the U.K. population (11) P a very high
percentage of Radio 3 listeners attended the West End
theatre during the 1981/82 survey period.
The following table shows the patterns of radio listening
among London boroughs residents and other U.K. residents.
•
,
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Area of Residence
Rest U.K.London Borouahs
Weighted base 4643 3819
Radio stations listened to
Radio 1 17 28
Radio 2 14 28
Radio 3 26 17
Radio 4 41 38
Capital Radio 34 18
Radio London 5 4
LBC 16 6
None of these regularly 15 17
Fig 8-36 Distribution of London boroughs residents and
other U.K. residents.12i radio stations listened 
to. 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
A slightly higher percentage of London boroughs residents
than of other U.K. residents listened to one of the radio
stations listed on a regular basis. Both area of residence
groups listened to Radio 4 more often than to any other
station. Capital Radio was the station most listened to
by London boroughs residents after Radio 4, Radios 1 and- 2
by other U.K. residents,
Radios 1 and 2 were particularly popular with those livrhg
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outside London, while London boroughs residents were more
likely to listen to Radios 3 and 4 than other U.K.
residents were. A higher percentage of London boroughs
residents than of other U.K. residents listened to Capital 
Radio and to LBC; obviously many people living outside the
Greater London area would be unable to receive these
stations.
The following table shows the patterns of radio listening
for each sex.
Sex
MaleFemale
Weighted base 5088 3379
Radio stations listened to
Radio 1 23 20
Radio 2 21 20
Radio 3 20 25
Radio 4 40 41
Capital Radio 28 25
Radio London 4 5
LBC 10 14
None of these regularly 15 17
Fig 8-37 Distribution of each sex of U.K. residents1 
by. radio stations listened to 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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The differences between the sexes in patterns of radio
listening were not very marked. Women were slightly more
likely than men to listen to the radio regularly, and
displayed a slightly greater preference than men for Radio 
1, Radio 2, and Capital_ Radio. Men displayed a slightly
greater preference than women for Radio 3, Radio 4, Radio 
London and LBC.
The following table shows the patterns of radio listening
for each age group.
Ade Group
25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24
Weighted base 680 1612 2401 1650 1211 612 294
Radio stations
% % % % % %listened to
Radio 1 57 36 20 15 11 7 8
Radio 2 19 13 14 29 28 26 21
Radio 3 9 11 19 25 32 38 39
Radio 4 20 23 42 48 50 55 60
Capital Radio 46 47 34 16 10 7 5
Radio London 6 4 3 '	 4 5 6 3
LBC 12 10 12 13 12 10 14
None of these
regularly 10 17 15 17 16 16 16
Fig 8-38 Distribution of each aoe group of U.K. residents. 
radio stations listened to. 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base = all U.K. residents
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The 16-18's were the most likely age group to listen to the
radio regularly. Over half of them listened to Radio 1
regularly, and their level of Radio 1 listening was much
higher than that of any other age group. Capital Radio was
also very popular with this age group. Capital , Radio was
the most popular station with the 19-24's, and they were
the age group most likely to listen to it regularly.
Radio 4 was the most popular station among all the 25 and
over age groups, with the 65 and overs being the most
likely age group to be Radio 4 listeners. The level of
Radio 4 listening increased as age increased.
The 35-44's were the most likely age group to listen to
Radio 2. The 65 and overs were the most likely to listen
to Radio 3. Levels of Radio 3 listening increased with age.
The following table shows the patterns of radio listening
for each of the four frequency groups of London theatre-
going examined in section 1 of Chapter 4.
526
Frequency group (London , theatre-aping) 
New
Visitors Occasionals Frequent Regulars
Weighted base 1363 1844 3624 1623
Radio stations
listened to
Radio 1 31 28 19 12
Radio 2 29 24 18 13
Radio 3 12 14 23 38
Radio 4 32 38 41 49
Capital Radio 17 24 32 26
Radio London 3 4 5 4
LBC 7 10 13 14
None of these
regularly 20 17 15 14
Fig 8-39 Distribution of each frequency group of U.K.
residents. 12y_ radio stations listened to. 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base=all U.K. residents
The more frequent the theatre-goèr, the more likely they
were to listen to the radio regularly. Levels of listening
to Radios 3 and 4 and to LBC increased as frequency of
theatre-going increased. Levels of listening to Radios 1
al•
and 2 decreased as frequency of London theatre-going
increased. Frequent theatre-goers were the most likely
group to be regular Capital Radio listeners.
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The	 following table gives selected
	
demographic	 and
frequency of theatre-going variations between listeners to the
five most important radio stations.
Radio station
3 Radio 4 CapitalRadio 1 Radio 2 Radio
Weighted base 1846 1708 1889 3423 2298
%
London boroughs 43 38 64 57 70
Female 63 60 53 58 62
Under 35 77 37 36 43 82
Mean age (actual) 29 39 42 40 28
This is first visit 23 22 9 12 10
Mean frequency
(actual) 2 3 5 3 4
Fig 8-40 Selected demographic and related variations 
between U.K. resident listeners to main radio 
stations 1981/82 
Base = U.K. resident Radio 1, Radio 2, Radio 3,
Radio 4 and Capital Radio listeners
•
London boroughs residents predominated particularly among
Capital Radio listeners. Although London boroughs
residents were more likely to listen to Radio 4 than to
Radio 3, they accounted for a higher percentage of
listeners to the latter than to the former. Other U.K.
residents accounted for the majority of Radio 1 and q
listeners.
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Because of their numerical prominence in the U.K. resident
audience in 1981/82, women accounted for the majority of
listeners to each of the five main radio stations, but they
were less prominent among Radio 3 and Radio 4 listeners
than among listeners to the other three stations examined
in detail. Although Radio 1 was the station most listened
to by the 16-18s, it was Capital Radio listeners who had
the youngest mean age. Radio 3 listeners had the oldest
mean age.
Radio 3 listeners had the highest mean frequency of London
theatre-going, Capital Radio listeners the second highest
mean frequency.
The following table shows selected demographic and theatre-
going frequency differences between those who do, and those
who do not, listen to one of the listed radio stations on
most days.
•
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Listen to radio Do not listen
Weighted base 7105 1368
London boroughs 56 52
Female 60 56
Mean age (actual) 36 36
Mean frequency (actual) 3 3
Fig 8-41 Selected demographic and related variations 
between those U.K. residents who listen and do
not listen to selected radio stations on most days 
Base = all U.K. residents
Those who did listen to the radio regularly were more
likely to be London boroughs residents, and to be female
than those who did not. There was no difference in age or
in mean theatre-going frequency between the two groups.
•
..0
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(3) Relationship between means of hearing about production 
attended and use of the press and media among U.K.
residents 
Overseas visitors are not included in this section, since
they were not asked any of the questions on readership or
radio listening.
The following table shows readership levels of the five
most read daily newspapers among those U.K. residents who
had heard about the production attended through classified
press listings and advertising, and through press reviews
and articles. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86
figures follow in brackets.
•
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How heard about production attended 
Press listings/ Press review/
advertising article
Weighted base 2023 (1082) 3046 (1143)
Daily,paDers read % %
Times 21 (21) 27 (27)
Guardian 24 (22) 25 (25)
Teleoraoh 23 (15) 17 (15)
Mail 13 (12) 14 (13)
London Evening
Standard 17 (12) 15 (15)
Fig 8-42 Distribution of those U.K. residents learning 
about production attended from the press, LIK
readership of most read daily newspapers 
More than one answer possible
Base=all those U.K. residents hearing about
production attended through the press
Although it can not be stated with certainty that the daily
newspapers in which respondents saw the press listings and
%
advertising or press reviews and articles about the
production attended were necessarily those which they were
most likely to read regularly, it is probable that this was
the case, and the above table therefore gives a guide to
those daily newspapers whose advertising and feature
coverage was most likely to have reached U.K. resident West
End audiences.
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Those who had heard about the production attended through
press listings or advertising were consistently most likely
to be Guardian readers, and those who had heard about it
through press reviews and articles were most likely to be
Times readers. The Preview page on the arts, which was a
regular Friday feature in the Times during most of the
1981/82 survey period, was specifically mentioned as a
source of information by several respondents in 1981/82.
The following table shows the percentage of U.K. resident
readers of each of the five most read daily newspapers, who
had heard about the production attended through press
listings and advertising and through press reviews and
articles.
•
,
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-Times Guardiarn 7 ,e'VewcaNDX-. V\aiN. C..2n.Wt.2.T'ZI.
	562	 402
	
%	 %
	21 	 41
	
26	 43
Weighted base 772 733 450
How heard about
V. % %production attended
Listings/advertising 28 32 36
Review/article 40 39 38
Daily papers read1 1981/82
Mail StandardTimes Guardian Tele ra h
Weighted base 1789 1758 1763 1101 1253
How heard about
% % % % %production attended
Listings/advertising 23 27 26 22 25
Review/article 46 43 29 39 36
Daily papers read 1 1985/86 
Fig 8-43 Percentage of U.K. resident readers of most
read daily papers hearing about production 
attended through the press 
More than one answer possible
Base=U.K. resident Times, Guardian,Telegraph,
Mail, and London EvenineStandard readers
Guardian readers were the most likely to have heard about
the	 production attended through press	 listings and
advertising in 1981/82. Although those who had heard
about the production attended through press listings -and
advertising were more likely to read the Guardian than any
other daily paper in both survey periods, in 1985/86 both
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Telegraph and London Evening Standard readers were more
likely to have heard about the production attended through
advertising than Guardian readers were. Mail readers were
consistently the least likely to have heard about the
production attended through advertising in the press.
Times readers were the most likely to have heard about the
production through a review or article in the press in
1981/82, but in 1985/86, London Evening , Standard readers
were slightly more likely to have done so.
The following table shows readership levels of the five
most read Sunday newspapers among those who had heard about
the production attended through press listings and
advertising or through press reviews and articles. 1981/82
figures	 are given first, 1985/86 figures follow 	 in
brackets.
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How heard about production attended 
Press listings/ Press review/
advertisina article
Weighted base 2026 (1084) 3034 (1140)
Sunday papers read 7. 7.
Sunday Times 45 (29) 49 (40)
Observer 28 (23) 33 (28)
Sunday Telegraph 12 (7) 12 (7)
Mail on Sunday 2 (9) 3 (10)
Sunday Express 13 (11) 13 (7)
Fig 8-44 Distribution of those U.K. residents learning 
about production attended from the press1 
ti readership of most read Sunday newspapers 
More than one answer possible.
Base=all those U.K. residents hearing about
production attended through the press
The Sunday Times was the most read paper both among those
who had heard about the production attended both through
press listings and advertising and through press reviews
and articles, in both survey periods.
	 Both the Sunday 
Times	 and Observer had higher readership levels among
those who had heard about the production attended through
press reviews and articles than among those who had heard
about it through press listings and advertising. In
1985/86, the percentage of those who had heard about the
production attended through press listings and advertising
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who were Sunday Times readers fell sharply.
The following table shows the percentage of U.K. resident
readers of the five most read Sunday newspapers who had
heard about the production attended through press listings
and advertising and through press reviews and articles.
Sunday papers read 1 1981/82 
Times Observer Telegraph Mail Express 
Weighted base	 3472	 2373	 940	 250	 1085
How heard about 
production attended	 %	 %	 %	 %	 V.
Listings/advertising 24 	 22	 23	 14	 18
Review/article
	 43	 42	 38	 34	 36
Sunday papers read 1985/86 
Times Observer Telegraph Mail Express
Weighted base	 1031 753 214 377 369
How heard about
% % V. % V.production attended
Listings/advertising 29 36 34 26 32
Review/article 44 42' 37 30 22
Fig 8-45 Percentage of U.K. resident readers of most
read Sunday papers hearing about production 
attended through the press 
More than one answer possible
Base=all U.K. resident Sunday Times, Observer,
Sunday Telegraph, Mail on Sunday and Sunday 
Express readers.
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Sunday Times readers were the most likely to have heard
about the production attended through press listings or
advertising in 1981/82, but in 1985/86, readers of the
Observer were the most likely to have learned about the
production attended through press listings and advertising,
and Sunday Times readers became the second least likely
group of readers to have done so. Sunday Times readers
were consistently the most likely to have heard about the
production attended through reviews or articles.
The following table shows readership levels of the four
most often read entertainment periodicals among those U.K.
residents who heard about the production through press
listings and advertising and through press reviews anii
articles. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures
follow in brackets.
40
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How heard about production attended
Press listings/
	 Press review/
advertising article
Weighted base 2019 (1077) 3034 (1138)
Entertainment
periodicals read
Time Out 17 (10) 16 (13)
City Limits 6 (3) 5 (4)
Event (81/82 only) 2 (n/a) 2 (n/a)
What's Q. 	 only) 6 (n/a) 6 (n/a)
Fig 8 46 Distribution of those U.K. residents hearing 
about production attended from the press, by.
readership of most read entertainment periodicals 
More than one answer possible.
Base=all those U.K. residents hearing about
production attended through the press.
There were only small percentage differences in readership
levels for each of the major entertainment periodicals
between those who had heard about the production attended
through press listings and adveneksing and those who had
heard through press reviews and articles. Both groups were
more likely to read Time Q. any of the other
entertainment magazines. Those mentioning press listings
and advertising in 1981/82 were slightly more likely to
read Time Out and City Limits than were those who saw
reviews or articles, but the reverse was true in 1985/86.
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The following table shows the percentage of U.K. resident
readers of the most read entertainment periodicals who had
heard about the production attended through press listings
and advertising and through press reviews and articles.
Entertainment periodicals read
Time Time City City
Event
What's
Out Out Limits Limits On
81/82 85/86 81/82 85/86 81/82 81/82
Weighted base 1170 328 439 92 181 502
How heard about
production attended % % % %
Listings/advert.	 27 34 26 35 28 23
Review/article 41 45 34 50 34 36
Fig 8-47 Percentage of U.K. resident readers of most
read entertainment periodicals hearing about 
production attended through the press 
More than one answer possible
Base=all U.K. resident Time Out, City Limits,
Event and What's On readers
1.
In 1981/82, Event readers were more likely than readers of
any of the other entertainment periodicals examined in
detail to have heard about the production attended through
press listings and advertising, while Time Out readers were
the most likely to have heard about the production attended
through press reviews and articles.
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Time Q. City Limits readers were almost equally likely
to mention press listings and advertising as a source of
information about the production attended in both survey
periods. Time Out readers were more likely than City,
Limits readers to have heard about the production through
press reviews or articles in 1981/82, while the opposite
was true in 1985/86.
The following table shows radio listening patterns among
those U.K. residents who heard about the production on the
radio. The figures relate to the 1981/82 surveys only, as
radio listening questions were not included in the 1985/86
surveys.
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Heard about production
attended on the radio
Weighted base 537
Radio stations listened to
Radio 1 25
Radio 2 29
Radio 3 14
Radio 4 39
Capital	 Radio 28
Radio London 5
LC 12
Fig 8-48 Distribution of those U.K. residents hearing 
about the production attended on the radio
radio stations listened to. 1981/82 
More than one answer possible
Base=all those U.K. residents hearing about
the production attended on the radio
Compared with those who had not heard about the production
attended on the radio, those who had heard about it on the
radio were more likely to listen it:13P Radios 1 and 2, and to
Capital Radio and to Radio London, and less likely to
listen to Radios 3 and 4.
AO
There was very little difference in the percentage of
listeners to each of the listed radio stations who had
heard about the production on the radio. Radio 2 listeners
were the most likely to have heard about the production on
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the radio, and Radio 3 listeners the least likely, but the
percentages were only 87. and 57. respectively.
•
.0
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Notes to Chapter 8
(1) The London Theatre Guide is a free leaflet published
fortnightly by SWET, and distributed to theatres,
libraries, tourist information centres and hotels. It
is also possible to become a subscriber to the Guide,
and have it sent by post. The Guide gives details of
productions playing in West End theatres, including box
office and pricing information, and the location of the
theatres. A sample Copy of the Guide can by found in
Appendix 10.
(2) Those mentioning a theatre programme advertisement as a
source of information in the 1981182 surveys are rwit
included in the press advertising category in the
detailed analysis of those mentioning the major types
of publicity. This applies to all tables in this
chapter which examine in detail those respondents
mentioning press advertising as a source of
information.
(3) See note (3), Chapter 2, for etkails of method used to
calculate mean age.
(4) See note (4), Chapter 2, for details of method used to
calculate mean frequency of London theatre-going.
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(5) Readership figures were obtained from the JIC National
Readership	 Survey, summarised annually in
	 Social 
Trends, published by HMSO.
	 Readership figures are
generally 2 to 3 times higher than actual circulation,
to allow for multiple readership of individual
copies. Figures for the 1982 and 1985 calendar years
were used in calculating figures in this column, for
all the relevant tables in this chapter.
(6) Figures for Sunday newspaper readership were obtained
from the same source as those for daily newspaper
readership. See note (5) above.
(7) Since the 1981/82 surveys, Where to Go has been
,
incorporated into the What's On title, and at the time
of writing is called What's On and Where to in in
London.
(8) Event has ceased publication since the 19131/82 survey
period.
(9) The figures used in calculating the percentage of the
readership of each publication who attended the West
End Theatre were based on actual circulation figures
from the Audit Bureau of Circulation, published
annually in the Advertiser's Annual, published by
Thomas Skinner Directories. In each case, circulation
figures were multiplied by a factor of 2.5 to allow for
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multiple readership of each copy. The JIC National
Readership survey, from which the daily and Sunday
newspaper readership figures were taken, estimates the
multiplication factor for most of the daily and Sunday
newspapers at between 2.0 and 3.0, so that 2.5 was
selected	 as	 a	 suitable median	 figure	 for a
multiplication factor for periodical readership.
Circulation figures for the nearest calendar year to
the survey periods were used in each case.
(10) Listening figures for the BBC radio stations were
supplied by the BBC Radio Information Department.
They were available only in the form of an estimate of
the percentage of the U.K. population aged 4 and over
who were likely to listen to these stations at some
time during a given week. These figures were,
therefore, recalculated, using the census data, and
assuming that all age groups would be equally likely
to listen to the radio, to provide an estimate of the
likely percentage of the population aged 15 or over
who listened to each station (this being the nearest
category to correspond to the'surveys coverage of the
audience aged 16 and over). This is likely to have
led to a degree of over-estimation in the figures for
BBC Radio 1, for example, since a high percentage of
listeners to this station are in fact likely to have
been aged under 15 9 and a probable degree of
conservatism in figures for Radios 3 and 4, which are
likely to have few listeners aged under 15.	 In the
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interests of consistency however, the same percentage
of listeners to Radios 1 to 4 were assumed to be aged
15 and over as was the case for the U.K. population.
Capital Radio and L. figures were obtained
from the Advertisers Annual, published by Thomas
Skinner Directories. Listening figures quoted in this
publication were already based on the number of adults
aged 15 or over living within the Greater London area
who were likely to have listened to these stations at
all in a given week, so no re-calculations were
necessary in their case. In all cases, listening
figures used in the calculations were based on an
average week for the calendar year 1962.
(11) The BBC Radio Information Department estimates that
just under 17. of the U.K. population aged 4 and over
listened to Radio 3 during an average week in 1982.
•
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CHAPTER 9 ATTRACTIONS OF AND DETERRENTS TO WEST END
THEATRE-GOING
(1) Attractions of West End productions 
(a) Reasons for choosina production attended 
Respondents were asked, in both survey periods, what had
attracted them to the production they were attending.
Only one answer was requested to this question, with the
intention that respondents would select the main or most
important attraction. Nine options were listed on the
questionnaire in 1981/82. These were; the playwright, the
actors, the play itself, the music, the reviews, theatre
awards, personal recommendation, someone else's decision,
and no special reason. The question was left open-ended.
Most replies written in under the "other" category were re-
classifiable as one of the listed options, and it was
desirable to do so during analysis, in order that broad
comparisons could be made between the different categories
of production. For example; choreographer and librettist
were not listed as options in the questionnaire, but where
they were written in under "other", these replies were
reclassified under the playwright category since the
roles of the choreographer and librettist in opera, dance
and musical productions corresponded roughly to that of the
playwright in the case of a play. Another example is that
..
of individual singers and dancers, and companies.
	
Where
written in as an attraction under the "other" category,
these were reclassifi ed under the actors category.
Composers, where written in, were re-classified under the
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music category, and the dance work or opera under the play
itself	 category.	 In 1985/86, in the light of	 the
experience of analysing the results of this question from
the 1981/82 surveys some of the listed options on the
questionnaire were given a more comprehensive wording than
in 1981/82, to avoid the necessity of reclassifying a large
number of attractions written in as an "other" option.
The options listed in 1985/86 were; playwright, actors or
performers, theatre awards, recommended by someone else,
play or production itself, music or composer, good reviews
and someone else decided. The no special reason option was
not included in 1985/86, as it was felt that in 1981/82,
this had offered respondents the opportunity to answer the
question without giving due consideration to what had
actually attracted them. The question remained open-ended,
1
but there were far fewer replies written in under the
"other 11 category than there were in 1981/82. As in
1981/82, the majority of those attractions which were
'written in under "other" could be re-classified as one of
the listed options.
The following tables shows the rei'ults of the question on
attractions for both survey periods. The more
comprehensive wordings from the 1985/86 version of the
questionnaire are used in this, and in all remaining tables
.,.
in this chapter.
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	1981/82	 1985/86 
Weighted base
	
11638	 6490
Attraction of production 
attended	 %
Playwright
	 11	 5
Actors or performers	 18	 15
Theatre awards	 1	 4
Recommended by someone	 15	 36
Play or production itself	 11	 11
Music or composer	 12	 12
Good reviews	 9	 6
Someone else decided 	 11	 9
No special reason (81/82 only)	 6	 n/a
Other	 6	 2
Fig 9-1 Distribution of the West End audience
12.y. attraction of production attended 
Base = all respondents
The overall importance of attractions such as the actors
and the playwright will have depended to some extent on
which productions were selected for survey. However, no
attempt was made to either select or avoid productions when
compiling the survey schedule on the grounds of there
being, for example, a star name in the cast.	 There was
sufficient similarity in the overall results relating tio
specific attractions of the production when compared
between the two survey periods to indicate that the effect
of, for example, a star name in a particular production,
was minimised when the results were weighted in line with
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actual attendances for each category of production. Since
the likelihood of a star name or well-known playwright
being a feature of any production selected for survey would
depend on how prominent such factors were in the West End
as a whole during each survey period, it is believed that
the figures in the preceding table provide a reasonably
accurate reflection of the relative importance of the
various attractions of West End productions. It is likely
that the distribution of attractions found in these
surveys, and possibly the kind of audiences attracted to
the West End, would change, however, if the composition of
the West End repertoire changed substantially.
In 1981/82, the actors or performers were the most
important attraction, followed by someone's recommendation.
In 1985/86, this position was reversed, with recommendation
becoming far more important as an attraction than any other
factor. This was probably linked to the increased
importance of word of mouth as a source of information
about the production attended in 1985/86. It may also have
reflected a less wide-spread knowledge of particular
British actors' and performers' nary)es in 1985/86, given the
large increase in the percentage of the audience who were
from overseas in the second survey period.
The music or composer was the third most important
attraction in both survey periods, and was mentioned by the
same percentage of respondents in both survey perio4Z.
551
In 1981/82, the playwright, the play or production itself,
and someone else's decision tied for fourth most important
attraction. Of these three attractions, only the play
itself did not decrease in importance as an attraction in
1985/86, and retained its position as fourth most important
attraction.
Someone else's decision was joint fourth in importance as
an attraction in 1981/82, and fifth in importance in
1985/86.
Good reviews came seventh in importance in 1981/82, sixth
in 1985/86. They were apparently far less influential in
attracting audiences than a good personal recommendation
was. It can not be determined from these surveys, however,
how far bad reviews might have deterred people from seeing
a particular production.
Although fairly low on the list of attractions overall, the
percentage of the audience mentioning theatre awards was,
of course, much higher at those stIows which had won major
awlrds than it was when averaged out over the audience as a
whole. The percentage of the overall audience mentioning
awards would depend to some extent on how many award-
winners were included in the survey sample. 	 In 1981/82,
of the 38 performances surveyed, 9 were of productions
which had won a major- theatre award.	 The highest
percentage of any audience mentioning the awards as the
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attraction of that production was at a comedy which had won
a best comedy award, Steaming, by Nell Dunn. 127. of the
audience for this production said they were attracted by
the award, even though it had been made almost a year prior
to the survey. In 1985/86, of the 20 performances
surveyed, 10 were of productions which had won a major
theatre award, over twice the percentage of the total
productions surveyed in 1981/82 which were award winners.
The increased importance of theatre awards as an attraction
in 1985/86 was therefore probably in part a function of the
productions surveyed rather than being wholly a real
increase in the attraction of awards. The highest
percentage of any audience mentioning the awards as the
attraction of that production in 1985/86 was at a comedy
which had won a best comedy award, Stepping Out by Richard
Harris. 137. of the audience at one of the three surveys of
this production said they were attracted by the award,.
67. of respondents in 1981/82 said there was no special
reason why they had selected the production they were
attending.
%
A number of attractions other than those already mentioned
were written in by respondents under the "other" category.
None were mentioned by more than 17. of the overall West Effd
audience. These were: tickets being available at short
notice, including availability at half-price tickets from
the Leicester Square booth and Standby tickets; 	 the
suitability of the production for children; being given
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free tickets: the reputation of a repertory company; having
seen the production before, especially if it was a revival;
the director or designer's name; and the theatre building
itself.
The following tables show the distribution of attractions
of the production attended for each of the categories of
production which were analysed for demographic and theatre-
going variations in audience profile in Chapter 2.
•
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Category of production. 1982
Opera
Modern Classical	 Modern
Dance Drama Play Musical
Unweighted base	 1630 1360 392 902	 832
Attraction of
production attended
Playwright	 2 1 13 36
Actors or performers
	 8 23 20 15 3
Theatre awards	 n/a n/a * n/a *
Recommended	 7 18 14 5 18
Play or production
	 11 10 12 15 11
Music or composer
	 48 11 - - 42
Good reviews	 3 3 6 6 11
Someone else decided 11 18 14 15 9
No special reason	 7 10 9
.3
4
Other	 3 6 12 5 2
Fig 9-2 Distribution of each category of production 
audience1 y. attraction of production attended
1982
*=less than 0.57.
n/a = None of the productidns surveyed in this
category had won any awards at the time of the
surveys
Base=all respondents surveyed for category of
production testing.
Table continued on next page.
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Category of production. 1982
Traditional
Comedy	 Thriller
Children's/ Revue
Musical Family
Unweighted base 817 473 420 154 311
Attraction of
V. % 7. 7. %production attended
Playwright 10 1 34 1 *
Actors or performers 20 4 16 22 22
Theatre awards * 4 n/a n/a n/a
Recommended 13 28 e 13 12
Play or production 11 13 20 28 14
Music or composer .11 - - - 14
Good reviews 12 18 4 2 12
Someone else decided 15 17 9 12 13
No special reason 7 12 7 67 7
Other 1 3 2 15 5
Fig 9-2 Distribution of each category of production 
audience 1
 y. attraction of production attended
1982
*=less than 0.57.
n/a = None of the productions surveyed in this
category had won any awards at the time of the
surveys
Base=all respondents surveyed for category of
production testing.
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Category of production. 1985/86 
Opera Dance
Modern	 Classical Modern
Drama Play Musical
Unweighted base 850 679 260 402 201
Attraction of
% % % %production attended
Playwright 4 7 5 24 3
Actors or performers 6 48 40 26 5
Theatre awards n/a n/a 5 n/a 2
Recommended 35 19 37 13 37
Play or production 22 12 2 21 11
Music or composer 16 3 - - 32
Good reviews 6 6 4 4 4
Someone else decided 7 5 5 12 6
Other 4 2 *
Fig 9-3 Distribution of each category of production 
audience tly. attraction of production attended
1985/86 
*less than 0.5%
n/a = None of the productions surveyed in this
category had won any awards at the time of the
surveys
Base=all respondents surveyed for category of
production testing.
Table continued on next page.
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Category of production. 1985/86 
Traditional
Comedy	 Thriller
Children's/ Broadway
Musical Family Musical
Unweighted base 649 254 162 131 1101
Attraction of
% % % % %production attended
Playwright 1 3 10 9 3
Actors or performers 13 15 36 29 8
Theatre awards 5 8 n/a n/a 6
Recommended 46 41 20 35 47
Play or production 8 9 19 11 8
Music or composer 5 n/a n/a n/a 7
Good reviews 10 8 5 2 9
Someone else decided 9 12 9 15 10
Other 2 4 2 ,- 2
Fig 9-3 Distribution of each category of production 
audience ty. attraction of production attended
1985/86 
*=less than 0.57.
n/a = None of the productions surveyed in this
category had won any awards at the time of the
surveys
Base=all respondents surveyed for category of
production testing.
The opera audience in 1981/82 were much more likely to have
been attracted to the production attended because of the
music or composer than for any other reason, In 1985/86,
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however, recommendation was by far the most important
attraction for the opera audience, followed by the opera or
production itself, with the music or composer featuring
only third among the attractions. The composers whose
works were chosen for the opera surveys were Massenet and
Puccini in 1981/82, and Offenbach in 19851/86. Singers
were fairly low down the list of attractions of operas in
both survey periods, although certain singers apparently
had a loyal following, and a number of respondents wrote
on	 their questionnaires that they would always see
everything (named singer) was appearing
The dance audience in both survey periods were more likely
to be attracted by the dancers or company performing than
for any other reason. Dance audiences were consistently
the most likely category of production audience to be
attracted by the performers. In 1981/82, dance audiences
were more likely than any other to have had someone else
chose the production attended for them. Dance was probably
a category of production to which young people were often
()taken by parents or teachers. 2 Recommendation was also
an important factor in attracting ` dance audiences.
The modern drama audience were more likely to be attracted
by the actors appearing in the production than for any
other reason. All of the three modern drama productions
surveyed had well-known actors in their casts; Glenda
Jackson and Alec McCowen in 1982, and Anthony Sher in
1985/86. The play itself, and the playwright, were less
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important attractions of modern drama productions than were
the actors or recommendation of the production. These
findings suggest that modern drama is most likely to
succeed in the West End if a well-known actor is cast in a
leading role.
The classical play audience were the most likely category
of production audience to be attracted by the playwright's
name, in both survey periods. This was not surprising,
since the productions surveyed were selected specifically
because of their status as classical works. The two
playwrights covered by the three productions surveyed were
- Shakespeare in 1982 and Webster in 1985. In 1982,
Shakespeare's name was a more important attraction than the
reputation of the Royal Shakespeare Company,' who were
performing both of the Shakespeare productions surveyed, or
of individual actors in that company. In 1985, however,
the actors in the Ian McKellen/Edward Petherbridge company
at the National Theatre, whose production of Webster's The
Duchess of Malfi was surveyed as the classical play
production in 1985, were a more important attraction than
the playwright or the play ittelf, although all three
factors remained important attractions. The Shakespeare
plays being performed in 1982, Richard II, and All's well 
that ends well, were themselves much less of an attraction
than Shakespeare's name, whereas in 1985 the attraction of
Webster's name and of the Duchess of Malfi were almost
equally important.
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The most important attraction of modern musicals in 1982
was the music or composer; both surveys were of Andrew
Lloyd Webber musicals. In 1985/86, personal
recommendation was the most important attraction for the
modern musical audience, although the music and the
composers, Lennon and McCartney, were not far behind
recommendation in importance. Only the music or composer
and personal recommendation were very important attractions
of the modern musical in both survey periods.
The traditional musical audience were much less likely than
the modern musical audience to be attracted by the music or
composer. This is in spite of the fact that the three
traditional musicals surveyed were all either revivals or
transfers of Broadway productions, and so the music might
be supposed to be well-known. The singers/performers
appearing in traditional musicals were the most important
attraction in 1981/82; well-known names in the casts of the
two musicals surveyed in the traditional musical category
in 1981/82 were Tom Conti, Pamela Stephenson and Tim Curry.
In 1985/86, however, recommendation was by far the most
important attraction of the production attended for the
traditional musical audience.
The comedy audience were consistently more likely to be
attracted by recommendation than by any other factors. They
were the most likely category of production audience to
mention recommendation in 1981/82. In both survey periods,
comedy audiences were more likely than average to be
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attracted by recommendation and by good reviews.
The thriller audience in 1981/82 were most likely to have
been	 attracted	 to the production attended 	 by the
playwright's name. In the case of one production, The
Mousetrap, this was Agatha Christie, and in the other,
Cards on the Table, the production was an adaptation of an
Agatha	 Christie	 novel, which	 presumably	 led	 some
respondents to think of the production as being an Agatha
Christie play. In 1985/86, the actors were much more
important than the playwright as an attraction; Richard
Todd appeared in the thriller surveyed, which was written
by Richard Harris, who is a much less widely known writer
than Agatha Christie.
•
In 1981/82, the main attraction of the children's/family
shows surveyed was the play or production itself. The main
attraction of the production surveyed in 1985/86 was
personal	 recommendation.	 The actors or performers,
including	 puppet characters, were also an
	
important
attraction of children's or family shows. In 1981/82, the
main attraction of the production for 127. of those
surveyed was the fact that it was suitable for a family
holiday outing.
a
The actors were the main attraction of the revue surveyed
in 1981/82. Roy Hudd and Christopher Timothy, both names
well-known	 on British television, appeared 	 in	 this
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production.
For the two Broadway transfer musicals surveyed in 1985/86,
recommendation was a far more important attraction than any
other factor. This was the most likely category of
production audience in 1985/86 to say that recommendation
was the attraction of the production attended. The
distribution of their reasons for selecting the production
attended was similar to that of the traditional musical
audience in 1985/86, with the music or composer being low
on the list of attractions.
The following table shows the distribution of attractions
for each area of residence group. 1981/82 figures are
given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
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Area of residence
Overseas
London
Rest U.K.boroughs
Weighted base 3132 (2379) 4640 (2391) 3842 (1673)
Attraction of
production attended
Playwright 10 (4) 12 (6) 10 (5)
Actors or performers 21 (11) 17 (16) 18 (20)
Theatre awards 1 (4) 1 (4) 2 (3)
Recommended 15 (34) 16 (40) 15 (33)
Play or production 11 (12) 11 (12) 11 (10)
Music or composer 9 (15) 12 (9) 14 (11)
Good reviews 9 (6) 9 (5) 10 (7)
Someone else decided 10 (9) 13 (7) 14 (10)
No special
4
reason (81/82	 only) 6 (n/a) 6 (n/a) 6 (n/a)
Other 9 (5) 3 (2) 4 (1)
Fig 9-4 Distribution of each area of residence grouo. 12y.
attraction of production attended 
Base - all respondents
,.
In 1981/82, each of the three area of residence groups were
more likely to be attracted by the actors or performers
than by any other factor. In 1985/86, each group was much
more likely to be attracted by recommendation than by dhy
other factor.
London boroughd residents were the most likely area of
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residence group to mention the playwright as an attraction.
Overseas visitors were the most likely area of residence
group to be attracted by the actors in 1981/82, but in
1985/86 it was U.K. residents from outside London who were
the most likely group to be attracted by the actors.
Recommendation of a production was more likely to be an
attraction for London boroughs residents than for the other
area of residence groups. There was little difference in
the percentage of each area of residence group saying that
the play or production itself was the attraction. U.K.
residents from outside London were the most likely area of
residence group to be attracted to a production because of
the music or composer in 1981/82, while overseas visitors
were the most likely to say this was the case in 1985/86.
Good reviews were most likely to be an attraction for the
rest U.K. group, and they were also the most likely area
of residence group to have had someone else select the
production they were attending.
The following table shows the area of residence
distribution of those attracted to the production attended
for each of the six most impbrtant reasons, excluding
someone else's decision.
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Attracted by. 1981/82 
Play-
	
Recomm-
wripht Actors endation Play Music Reviews
Weighted base
	 1308	 2096 1792 1291 1409 1034
Area of residence
	 %	 % % %
Overseas	 25	 32 29 26 21 23
London boroughs	 46	 37 41 42 41 40
Rest U.K.	 29	 31 30 32 38 37
Attracted by. 1985/86
Play- Recomm-
wrioht Actors endation Play Music Reviews
Weighted base 311 985 2333 719 788 409
Area of residence V. % % % %
Overseas 26 25 35 38 45 35
London boroughs 47 38 41 38 28 33
Rest U.K. 27 37 24 24 24 32
Fig 9-5 Distribution of those attracted to production 
attended12i selected factors 12_y_ area of residence 
Base=those attracted by the playwright, actors,
recommendation, the play$ ` the music or by reviews
In both survey periods, London boroughs residents accounted
for the largest area of residence group of those attracted
to the production attended because of the playwright, the
actors, and because of a recommendation.
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In 1981/82, London boroughs residents formed the largest
area of residence group of those attracted by the play or
production itself, but in 1985/86, overseas visitors were
equally important among this group.
In 1981/82, London boroughs residents were the most
important area of residence group among those who were
attracted to the production attended because of the music,
but in 1985/86 overseas visitors accounted for almost half
of all those selecting a production because of the music,
and were much more important than either group of U.K.
residents among those selecting the production attended for
this reason.
The following table shows the distribution of attractions
for each sex. 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86
figures follow in brackets.
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Sex
MaleFemale
Weighted base	 6740 (3122) 4853 (3263)
Attraction of
V.production attended	 %
Playwright
	 10 (4) 12 (6)
Actors or performers	 18 (16) 17 (15)
Theatre awards	 1 (3) 2 (4)
Recommended	 15 (38) 15 (35)
Play or production	 11 (11) 11 (12)
Music or composer	 12 (13) 12 (12)
Good reviews	 8 (6) 10 (7)
Someone else decided	 12 (9) 10 (9)
No special reason (81/82 only)	 6 (n/a) 6 (n/a)
Other	 7 (2) '	 4 (2)
Fig 9-6 Distribution of each sex by. attraction of
production attended 
Base = all respondents
The percentage differences between the two sexes in the
importance of the various attraCtions were very small in
most cases. Women were slightly more likely than men to be
attracted to the production attended by the actors. Men
were slightly more likely than women to be attracted to tile
production attended by the playwright, by theatre awards,
or by good reviews.
The following table shows the sex distribution of those
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attracted to the production attended for each of the six
most important reasons, excluding someone else's decision.
Attracted by,_ 1981/82 
Play-
	
Recomm-
wright Actors endation Play Music Reviews 
Weighted base	 1300	 2091	 1788	 1297 1402	 1031
Sex	 %	 %	 %
Female	 54	 59	 58	 57	 59	 52
Male	 46	 41	 42	 43	 41	 48
Attracted bv. 1985/86 
Play-
	
Recomm-
wrioht Actors endation Play Music Reviews 
Weighted base	 312	 983	 2361 712
	 787	 408
%
Female	 40	 50	 51	 49	 52	 47
Male	 60	 50	 49	 51	 48	 53
Fig 9-7 Distribution of those attracted to production 
attended y selected factors lay. sex
Base=those attracted by the playwright, actors,
recommendation, the play, the music or by reviews
Women consistently formed the majority of those attracted
by recommendation or by the music or composer. In 1985/86,
men accounted 'rot*, the majority of those attracted by the
play itself, the playwright and by reviews.
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The following tables show the distribution of attractions
for each age group.
Age Group. 1981/82
35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34
Weighted base 921 2099 3143 2340 1750 901 460
Attraction of
% V. % % % V. %production attended
Playwright 9 14 12 9 9 10 8
Actors or performers 11 14 17 19 20 21 20
Theatre awards 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Recommended 14 16 15 15 13 12 14
Play or production 10 11 12 11 10. 12 13
Music or composer e e 11 15 15 15 14
Good reviews e e 8 9 11 11 8
Someone else decided 24 17 13 9 9 8 10
No special reason
(81/82 only) 9 7 7 5 6 5 5
Other 9 4 6 7 8 8 9
Fig 9-8 (a) Distribution of each ape group. lit
attraction of production attended 1981/82 
Base = all respondents
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Age Group. 1985/84
35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34
Weighted base 767 1408 1542 1209 768 422 259
Attraction of
% % % % %production attended
Playwright 4 3 6 4 6 8 6
Actors or performers 9 12 15 16 20 21 17
Theatre awards 2 4 4 4 4 3 5
Recommended 40 41 34 39 33 36 33
Play or production 9 13 12 11 11 11 9
Music or composer 16 17 14 8 9 6 6
Good reviews 4 4 6 8 7 7 4
Someone else decided 16 7 8 7 7 8 18
Other 2 2 2 2 4 2 3
Fig 9-8 (b) Distribution of each age group. tlY
attraction of production attended 1985/86 
Base = all respondents
In 1981/82, all the 25 and over age groups were more likely
to have been attracted to the production attended because
of the actors than for any othei- reason. The under 25's
were more likely to be attending the production because of
someone else's decision than for any other reason. In
1985/86, however, all age groups were more likely to haye
been attracted to the production attended because it had
been recommended to them than for any other reason.
The 19-24's were the most likely age group to be attracted
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by the playwright's name in 1981/82, suggesting that an
educational connection was important, perhaps with plays on
a drama curriculum. In 1985/86, however, it was the 55-
64's who were the most likely age group to be attracted by
the playwright's name, although there were only small
percentage differences between the age groups.
The 55-64's were consistently the most likely age group to
be attracted by the actors. The 45 and avers were generally
more likely to be attracted by the actors than the under
45's were.
The 65 and avers were the most likely age group to be
attracted by a production having received theatre awards.
Recommendation was more important as an attraction to the
19-24's than to any other age group.
The play or production itself was a more important
attraction to the 65 and avers ict 1981/82 and to the 19-
24's in 1985/86, than to the other age groups.
In 1981/82, it was the 35-64's who were the most likely Ape
groups to be attracted to a production because of the
music. However, 1985/86 saw a large increase in the
percentage of the audiences for both modern musicals who
were aged under 25, and in 1985/86, it mat the under 25's
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who were the most likely age groups to be attracted to a
production because of the music. The importance of the
music as an attraction increased among the under 35's in
1985/86, and decreased among the over 35's.
The 35-64 age groups were the most likely to be attracted
by good reviews.
The 16-18's and 65 and overs were the most likely age
groups to be at the theatre because of someone else's
decision, in 1981/82 and 1985/86, respectively.
The following table shows the age distribution of those
attracted to the production attended for each Of the six
most important reasons, excluding someone else's decision.
1
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Attracted by...,_ 1981/82
Weighted base
aga autaa
Play- Recomm-
Play Music Reviewswright Actors endation
1307
7.
2090
%
1782
%
1292
%
1391
%
1030
7.
16 - 18 6 5 7 6 5 6
19	 24 25 15 22 18 12 16
25 - 34 29 26 27 28 25 27
35 - 44 17 22 21 20 24 20
45 - 54 12 17 12 13 18 18
55 - 64 8 11 7 10 11 10
65 and over 3 5 4 5 5 3
Mean age (3)
(actual) 35 38 35 37 39 38
Fig 9-9 (a) Distribution of those attracted to 'production 
attended toi selected factors 1	age group. 
1981/82 
Base=those attracted by the playwright, actors,
recommendation, the play, the music or by
reviews
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Attracted by. 1985/86
Play Music Reviews
Play-	 Recomm-
wright Actors endation
Weighted base
Age grouo
310
%
978
%
2360
7
710
7
778
%
405
%
16 - 18 10 7 13 9 15 9
19 - 24 16 18 24 26 31 15
25 - 34 28 24 22 26 28 26
35 - 44 16 20 20 18 13 25
45 - 54 15 16 11 12 9 15
55 - 64 11 9 6 7 3 e
65 or over 4 5 4 3 2 3
Mean age (actual) 37 37 34 34 30 36
Fig 9-9 (b) Distribution of those attracted to production 
attended by. selected factors py. age group. 
1985/86 
Base=those attracted by the playwright, actors,
recommendation, the play, the music or by
reviews
All of the groups examined in detail, except those
attracted by the playwright, had a lower mean age in
1985/86 than in 1981/82. In 1981/82 1 those attracted by
the playwright and by recommendation had the youngest mean
ages. In 1985/86 the mean age of those attracted by the
music changed from being the oldest in 1981/82 to became
the youngest.
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Those attracted by someone else's view expressed as a
recommendation consistently had a younger mean age than
those attracted by someone else's view as found in good
reviews.
The following table shows the distribution of attractions
for each of the frequency groups of London theatre-going
analysed in section 1 of Chapter 4. 1981/82 figures are
given first, 1985/86 figures follow, in brackets.
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Frequency group (London theatre-going) 
New
Visitors	 Occasionals Frequent 	 Regulars 
Weighted base	 2540(1992) 2780(1721) 4543(2130) 1748(571)
Attraction of
production 
attended 
Playwright	 9	 (5)	 8	 (3)	 12	 (5)	 15 (8)
Actors or
performers	 19 (11)	 18 (11)	 18 (19)	 20 (29)
Theatre awards	 2	 (2)	 3	 (6)	 1	 (4)	 * (2)
Recommended	 18 (42)	 16 (33)	 14 (37)
	
9 (21)
Play or
production	 9 (11)	 10 (12)	 12 (10)	 13 (16)
Music or composer 12 (12)	 12 (19)	 11	 (7)	 15 (9)
Good reviews
	 9	 (5)	 11	 (8)	 9	 (6)	 7 (4)
Someone else
decided	 12 (11)	 11	 (9)	 10	 (8)	 9 (7)
No special reason
(81/82 only)	 7 (n/a)	 6 (n/a)
	
6 (n/a)	 6 (n/a)
Other
	
4	 (2)	 6	 (*)	 7	 (4)	 6	 (3)
Fig 9-10 Distribution of each frequency groups by.
attraction of production attended 
* = less than 0.57.
Base = all respondents
All frequency groups were more likely to have	 been
attracted by the actors than by any other factor in
1981/82, and more likely to have been attracted	 by
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recommendation than by any other factor in 1985/86.
The actors, the playwright, and the play or production
itself were consistently more important attractions for
regular theatre-goers than for the other frequency groups.
Recommendation was consistently a more important attraction
to the new visitors group than to any other frequency
group. Occasional theatre-goers were consistently the most
likely group to be attracted by theatre awards and by good
reviews. Regular theatre-goers were the most likely group
to be attracted by the music in 1981/82, occasional
theatre-goers in 1985/86. New visitors were consistently
the most likely group to have gone to the theatre as a
result of someone else's decision.
The following table shows the distribution of London
theatre-going frequency for those attracted to the
production attended for each of the six most important
reasons, excluding someone else's decision.
•
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Attracted bv. 1981/82 
Play-	 Recomm-
wright Actors endation Play Music Reviews
Weighted base
Visits in
1306
%
2090
%
1773
%
1281
%
1390
•
1028
•previous 12 months
This is first visit 18 23 27 18 23 20
1 other 9 11 12 8 12 16
2 others 9 12 14 14 10 13
3 - 6 others 26 26 27 28 25 27
7 - 11 others 17 12 11 14 12 12
12 or more others	 21 16 9 18 19 13
Mean frequency (4)
(actual) 3 3 2 3 3 3
Fig 9-11 (a) Distribution of those attracted to production 
attendedI2x selected factors 1 y frequency of
London theatre-ooino. 1981/82 
Base=those attracted by the playwright, actors,
recommendation, the play, the music or by
reviews
.0
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Attracted by, 1985/86 
Play-	 Recomm-
wriqht Actors endation play, Music Reviews 
Weighted base 309 973 2360 698 777 401
Visits ia
previous 12 months	 %	 %	 7.	 %	 %	 7.
This is first visit 34	 22	 35	 29	 32	 27
1 other	 8	 10	 11	 17	 29	 19
2 others	 9	 9	 14	 12	 14	 14
3 - 6 others	 22	 27	 24	 19	 15	 26
7 - 11 others	 11	 14	 10	 10	 4	 8
12 or more others 16	 18	 6	 14	 7	 6
Mean frequency
(actual)
	
2	 3	 2	 2	 2	 2
Fig 9-11 (b) Distribution of those attracted to' production 
attended by_ selected factors 1 y frequency of
London theatre-qoinq, 1985/86 
Base=those attracted by the playwright, actors,
recommendation, the play, the music or by
reviews
Those attracted by the playwright contained the highest
percentage of those who had made 12 or more other visits in
the last 12 months in 1981/82. Those attracted by the the
actors contained the highest percentage of these regular
theatre-goers in 1985/86. Those attracted by
recommendation were consistently the group with the highest
percentage who were making their first visit in 12 months
to a London theatre.
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(b) Relationship between means of hearing about the
production attended and attraction of the production 
This section examines the relationship between the the
means of hearing about the production attended and the
attraction of the production where there are most likely to
be direct links between the two, that is, between those who
had heard about the production attended through word of
mouth and those who had been attracted to the production by
a recommendation, and between those who had learned of the
production through press reviews and articles and those who
were attracted by good reviews.
The following table shows the ways in which those who were
attracted by a recommendation or by good reviews had heard
about the production attended. 1981/82 figures are given
first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
%
,
581
Attracted by_
ReviewsRecommendation
Weighted base 1761 (2340) 1025 (400)
How heard about production
attended
Poster 6 (14) 6 (7)
Display outside theatre 3 (8) 4 (10)
Radio 3 (3) 8 (2)
Television 4 (3) 13 (6)
Told by someone 75 (67) 25 (50)
Leaflet 7 (6) 7 (8)
Classified listings in the
press 6 (7) 19 (17)
Other press advertising 1 (11) 6 (21)
Review or article in the press 8 (7) 68 (50)
The London Theatre Guide 11 (11) 18 (20)
West End Theatre magazine
(85/86 only) n/a (1) n/a (1)
Other 3 (4) 1 (3)
Fig 9-12 Distribution of those attracted to production 
attended by_ recommendation or	 reviews
by_ means of hearing about the production 
More than one answer possible
Base = those attracted by recommendation or
reviews
Of those who were attracted to the production attended
because it had been recommended to them, 757. in 1981/82
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and 677. in 1985/86 had actually learned of the production
by being told about it. The remainder would have heard
about the production by other means, and subsequently
sought, or been given, advice on whether it was likely to
appeal to them from friends, ticket agents, tourist offices
etc., and had let that recommendation be the deciding
factor in choosing the production.
687. of those who were attracted by good reviews in 1981/82
had heard about the production through a review or article
in the press, 507. in 1985/86. They were very much more
likely to have seen reviews and articles in the press about
the production attended than were those who had chosen the
production because of a good recommendation. For those who
chose the production attended mainly because it had had
good reviews, but who did not hear about it through press
reviews and articles, it is probable that by good reviews
they meant quotations from reviews on displays outside the
theatre, in leaflets and in advertisements. That the
practice among audiences of relying on reviews quoted in
publicity in deciding which production to attend was quite
common, was demonstrated by the*Leact that just under 17. of
those specifying deterrents to London theatre-going in
1985/86 said that the inaccurate summarising or extracting
of review quotations in some theatres publicity put them
off going to London theatres. It is also probable that
some of those attracted by reviews, but not learning about
the production attended through press reviews and articles,
had, after hearing about the production by some other
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means, consulted an entertainments listing magazine for
further details, and had seen good reviews of the
production in that magazine; such magazines often re-print
their original reviews of productions currently playing
even when they have been running from some time. Radio
and television reviews of productions are also likely to
have played a part in informing those who said they went to
a production because of its good reviews. For example, 137.
of those attracted by good reviews in 1981/82 had heard
about the production attended on television.
The following table shows the distribution of the six most
important attractions of the production attended (excluding
someone else's decision) among those who had heard about
the production attended through word of mouth and through
press reviews or articles. 1981/82 figures are given
first, 1985/86 follow in brackets.
•
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The percentage of those who had seen reviews and articles
who were actually attracted to the production attended by
good reviews was small. The actors were a more important
attraction for them than good reviews were. The relatively
low priority given to good reviews in choosing a
production, even among those who had heard about the
production through reviews and articles, suggests that
critics' reviews of West End productions may be read by
audiences as much for information about a productim as for
the critical judgements.
The following table shows readership of the most read daily
and Sunday newspapers and entertainment listings magazines,
among those U.K. residents who said they had been attracted
to the production attended by good reviews.
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Attracted ty. reviews 
	
1981/82	 1985/86 
Weighted base
	 785
	 260
Daily , papers.
 read
Times	 21	 27
Guardian	 24	 27
Telegraph	 24	 10
Mail	 14	 9
London Evening Standard
	
16	 7
Sunday, papers read
	
%
Sunday Times	 45	 34
Observer	 31	 25
Sunday Telegraph	 10	 4
Mail on Sunday	 3	 8
Sunday Express.	15 	 11
Entertainment magazines read %
Time Out	 14	 14
City Limits	 5	 2
Event (81/82 only)	 2	 n/a
What's On (81/82 only)
	
6	 n/a
Fig 9-14 Distribution of those U.K. residents attracted to
production attended ty. reviews1 y, readership of
main daily and Sunday newspapers and of main
entertainment listings magazines 
More than one answer possible
Base = all those U.K. residents attracted by
reviews
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Those attracted by good reviews were consistently more
likely to read the Guardian, the Sunday .
 Times, Observer and
Sunday Express than were those who were attracted by other
factors. The only marked difference in readership of the
main entertainment magazines between those attracted by
good reviews and by other factors was, for 1985/86 only,
that those choosing a production because of good reviews
were more likely to read Time Out than were those who chose
the production for other reasons.
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(c) The importance of Londop,
 theatres as an attraction for
overseas visitors 
The 1985/86 surveys included a question on how important a
factor London's theatres were for overseas visitors in
their choice of London as a city to visit. 287. of overseas
visitors	 said they were very important, 	 357.	 quite
important, and 377. not at all important. There were no
major variations in these figures between any of large
overseas groups represented in the West End audience.
Those who said the theatres were a very important factor
were 417. female, those who said they were quite important
were 397. female, and those who said they were not at all
important were 387. female (compared with 417. of all
overseas visitors in 1985/86 being female). This means
that London theatres were a very important attraction for
297. of female overseas visitors, and for 277. of male
overseas visitors. There was no difference in mean age or
mean frequency of London theatre-going in the past 12
months between those who said London theatres were a very
important attraction and those who said they were quite
important.	 The mean age of both groups was 35 and their
mean frequency of theatre-going 2 visits in the last 12
months, including the performance surveyed. Those who said
London theatres were not all important as an attraction
were, however, younger than the other two groups, with, a
lower mean frequency of theatre-going. Their mean age was
33 and their mean frequency of London theatre-going was
only 1 visit i.e. the performance surveyed was the only
visit they had made to a London theatre in the past 12
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months.
The following table shows the percentage of overseas
visitors at each category of production who said London
theatres were very important, quite important and not at
all important as an attraction.
n
-
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Category of production 
Opera Dance
Modern Classical Modern
Drama Play Musical
Unweighted base 79 78 63 63 83
Importance of London
% % % %
theatres as an
Y.attraction
Very important 52 27 28 61 31
Quite important 29 30 30 20 31
Not at all
important 19 43 42 19 38
Category of production
Children's/ BroadwayTraditional
Musical	 Comedy Thriller Family Musical
Unweighted base 410 152 130 33 566
Importance of London
% % %
theatres as an
attraction
Very important 21 22 23 30 23
Quite important 37 37 35 33 39
Not at all
important
42 41	 , 42 37 38
Fig 9-15 Distribution of the overseas audience for each
category of production1 by. importance of London
theatres as an attraction of the city. 1985/86 
Base=all overseas visitors from audiences
specifically surveyed for category of
production testing
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Overseas visitors attending classical plays and opera were
far more likely than those attending the other categories
of production surveyed to say that London theatres were a
very important attraction of the city. Only 197. of the
overseas audience at these categories of production said
that London theatres were not at all important as an
attraction. Evidently the overseas visitors these
productions attracted were more likely to be keen theatre-
goers than were those attending other types of production.
It was probably the case that it was operas and classical
plays that were the important theatre attractions of London
for a large number of those overseas visitors attracted to
London by the theatres. Traditional musicals and comedies
had the lowest percentages of overseas visitors among their
audiences who said that the theatres were a very important
attraction of London. For productions in these
categories, the overseas audience was likely to .have been
drawn largely from among those overseas visitors who were
in London primarily on holiday and for whom a theatre visit
was part of their general sightseeing programme rather than
a strong reason in itself for coming to London.
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(2) Deterrents to London theatre-going 
Respondents were asked in both survey periods whether there
was anything at all that put them off going to the theatre
in London. No options were listed on the questionnaire, as
it was thought to be important not to prompt respondents on
this question. This proved to be the question that was
least likely to be answered in both survey periods,
probably because many of those who were not deterred by
anything did not bother to write in "no, nothing puts me
off". In retrospect, this question could more properly
have been phrased as "Is there anything at all that puts
you off going to the theatre in London more often than you
do at present?", since those who were actually deterred
would not, of course, be present to be surveyed. 617. of
respondents answered this question in 1981/82 'and 537. in
1985/86.
The following table shows the distribution of
	 those
deterrents to London theatre-going which were specified by
respondents. The figures in brackets represent the
percentage of those who were deterred by something and who
specified that particular deterrent. It is important to
bear in mind when assessing the significance of the various
deterrents to theatre-going, that the figures represent
only those who did reply to this question, and that the
base figures are lower than for all the other questions
analysed.
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1981/82 
Weighted base	 7150
% of	 7. of
respondents deterrents
Deterred	 mentioning mentioned
Ticket prices	 18	 (26)
Other costs	 11	 (16)
Parking/traffic	 11	 (16)
Other travel problems 	 15	 (21)
Booking/paying problems 	 3	 (4)
Productions - quality, type, timings 	 3	 (4)
London - dirty, crowded, violent	 2	 (3)
Theatre buildings and facilities 	 2	 (3)
Other deterrents	 5	 (7)
Nothing	 30
Fig 9-16 (a) Distribution of the West End audience 12K
deterrents to London theatre-ooino. 1981/82 
Base = all respondents
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1985/86 
Weighted base
	 3487
% of	 % of
Deterred by.
respondents deterrents
mentioning	 mentioned
Ticket prices	 14	 (32)
Other costs	 9	 (20)
Parking/traffic	 8	 (18)
Other travel problems	 4	 (9)
Booking/paying problems	 2	 (4)
Productions - quality,type,timings 	 2	 (4)
London - dirty, crowded, violent 	 2	 (4)
Theatre buildings and facilities
	 2	 (4)
Other deterrents
	 2	 (4)
Nothing
	 55
Fig 9-16 (b) Distribution of the West End audience liK
deterrents to London theatre-ooinq. 1985/86 
Base = all respondents
A much smaller percentage of those responding to this
question mentioned deterrents to. London theatre-going in
1985/86 than did so in 1981/82. In 1981/82, 307. of those
answering the question on deterrents, equivalent to 187. of
the total audience, specifically said that nothing put them
I
off going to the London theatre. Since 397. of the audience
did not answer this question, it is therefore likely that
up to 577. of the total West End audience in 1981/82 were
not deterred from going to the theatre in London more often
than they did by any of the factors listed in the above
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question,tables.	 In 1985/86, 55% of those answering the
equivalent to 297. of the total audience, specifically said
that nothing put them off. Since 477. did not answer this
question in 1985/86, up to 767. of tne total West End
audience in 1985/86 were likely not to Oe deterred by any
of the listed factors. Some members of the audience might
have had complaints about London theatre-going, but not be
sufficiently concerned by them to be positively deterred
from making a theatre visit. It would therefore be wrong
to assume that those who did not answer this question had
no complaints.
Ticket prices were the most often mentioned deterrent.
Although a lower percentage of respondents specified ticket
prices as a deterrent in 1985/86 than did so in 1981/82,
ticket prices accounted for a higher percentage of
deterrents mentioned in 1985/86.
Travel problems other than parking or traffic were the
second	 most	 often mentioned type of	 deterrent in
(5)1981/82,	 and the fourth most otten mentioned in 1985/86.
Problems with public transport were far less prominent as a
deterrent in 1985/86 than in 1981/82, even though the level
of use of public transport increased when compared with
,
1981/82.	 This would have been linked to the increase in
the percentage of the audience who were overseas visitors
in 1985/86. Although overseas visitors made heavy use of
public transport, most would be staying centrally, so that
early departure times of last trains, for example, would be
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unlikely to affect them greatly. There would also be less
pressure for holiday-makers to get home early than there
would for those who might have to rise early for work the
following day. Deterrents mentioned in connection with
travel other than in private cars were: last trains, tubes
or buses leaving too early for most West End finishing
times; the tubes being dirty, crowded and dangerous;
transport strikes (a particularly prominent feature of the
1981/82 survey period); and the unreliability of public
transport services.
The cost, apart from ticket prices, was the second most
often mentioned deterrent factor in 1985/86, and the third
most often mentioned in 1981/82 (jointly with parking and
traffic problems). Costs other than ticket 0-ices which
were mentioned as deterrents were: the total cost of the
evening out as a package; the cost of transport; the cast
of programmes (particularly likely to be resented by
Americans, who often indicated, either verbally to the
survey teams or in written form on their questionnaires,
that they had expected free programmes, as is the case on
Broadway); and the cost of in-house catering. Although a
lower percentage of respondents mentioned such cost factors
as a deterrent in 1985/86 than in 1981/82, these costs
accounted for a higher percentage of deterrents mentioged
in 1985/86 than in 1981/82.
Parking and traffic pf-oblems were the third most often
mentioned type of deterrent in both survey periods, in
597
1981/82 jointly with costs other than ticket prices.
No other deterrents or types of deterrent were mentioned by
more than 57. of those answering this question in either
survey period. The majority of other deterrents mentioned
fell into one of four categories. These were: booking and
paying problems (including rude box-office staff, agency
surcharges, difficulty obtaining tickets for popular shows,
theatres refusing to accept credit cards close to curtain-
up, problems getting up-to-date information on ticket
availability, and getting through to the box-office on the
telephone); aspects of the West End productions themselves,
(including poor quality, poor range on offer, no Sunday
performances, performances being timed to start too early
or finish too late to be convenient); London itself,
(including its being dirty, crowded, too full of tourists,
dangerous
	 and	 violent); and theatre 	 buildings and
facilities, (including theatres being old-fashioned,
cramped, with uncomfortable seating and poor sight-lines,
difficult to find, with poor toilet facilities, poor
catering	 facilities, unhelpful ushers and	 poor air
N
conditioning).
Other deterrents mentioned, which did not fit into one of
,
the above categories, were; noisy audiences, difficulty
finding a cheap meal near the theatre, the uncertainty for
students of relying on Standby availability, possible
terrorist threats, the difficulty of obtaining information
about the nature and content of productions, inaccurate or
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misleading review quotations being used in publicity, and
bad weather making travel difficult. It should be stressed
that most of these deterrents were specified by only a few
Individuals in each case.
The following table shows the distribution of each area of
residence group by deterrents to London theatre-going.
1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in
brackets.
Area of Residence
Overseas
London Rest
Boroughs U.K.
Weighted base	 1964 (1229) 2843 (1320) 2324 (902)
Deterred12K
Ticket prices 9 (7) 23 (19) 18 (16)
Other costs 5 (3) 14 (14) 12 (13)
Parking/traffic 5 (2) 14 (12) 13 (11)
Other travel problems 11 (2) 13 (2) 21 (8)
Booking/paying problems 5 (4) 4 (2) 2 (1)
Other 13 (6) 12 (9) 11 (9)
Nothing 52 (78) 20 (43) 23 (44)
Fig 9-17 Distribution of each area of residence group. 1.2.
deterrents to London theatre-going 
Base = all respondents
Overseas visitors who answered this question were much less
likely to mention deterrents than U.K. residents were,
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Americans in particular often wrote in comments such as
"nothing puts me off, it's all wonderful". London boroughs
residents were more likely than other U.K. residents to
mention deterrents to London theatre-going.
London boroughs residents were the most likely area of
residence group to mention ticket prices as a deterrent.
Overseas visitors were much less likely to be deterred by
ticket prices than U.K. residents were. London boroughs
residents were also the most likely group to be deterred by
other associated and ancillary costs, overseas visitors
least likely.
London boroughs residents were slightly more likely than
other U.K. residents to be deterred by traffic and parking
problems. Those U.K. residents living outside London were
the most likely area of residence group to be deterred by
other travel problems.
Overseas visitors were more likely than U.K. residents to
N
be deterred by booking and paying problems, and by factors
such as theatre facilities and conditions. Complaints
about the lack of air-conditioning in many West End
theatres were often made by overseas visitors in the summer
months, both verbally to the survey teams, and in written
form on their questionnaires.
The	 following	 table shows the area of
	 residence
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distribution of those mentioning the four most important
deterrent factors. 1981/82 figures are given first,
1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
Deterred tx
Other
Ticket	 Other	 Parking/	 travel 
Prices	 Costs	 Traffic	 problems
Weighted base 1308 (499) BOB (307) 783 (291) 1100 (148)
Area of
residence
Overseas	 14 (16) 12 (11) 12 (9) 20 (17)
London boroughs 52 (50) 49 (60) 51 (56) 36 (30)
Rest	 U.K.	 34 (34) 39 (39) 38 (35) 44 (53)
Fig 9-18 Distribution of those mentioning most important
deterrents	 lay_ area of residence 
Base = all those mentioning ticket prices, other
costs, parking/traffic and other travel problems
as deterrents to London theatre-going
1.
London boroughs residents accounted for the majority of
those deterred by ticket prices and by parking and traffic
problems, in both survey periods. There was little change
in the area of residence distribution of those deterred by
these two factors between the two survey periods.
London boroughs residents also accounted for the largest
area of residence group of those deterred by cost factors
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other than ticket prices during both survey periods, the
majority in 1985/86.
Those from parts of the U.K. other than the London
boroughs accounted for the largest area of residence group
of those deterred by travel problems other than parking or
traffic in both survey periods, the majority in 1985/86.
The following table shows the distribution of each sex by
deterrents to London theatre-going. 1981/82 figures are
given first, 1985/86 figures follow in brackets.
Sex
MaleFemale
Weighted base 4168 (1702) 2968 (1781)
attEDEl tLY. % V.
Ticket prices 19 (16) 17 (12)
Other costs 12 (11) 11 (7)
Parking/traffic 10 (7) 12 (9)
Other travel problems 16 (4) 14 (3)
Booking/paying problems 3 (2) 3 (2)
Other 10 (8) 14 (9)
Nothing 31 (51) 29 (59)
-.0
Fig 9-19 Distribution of each sex by. deterrents to
London theatre-ooino 
Base = all respondents
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Women were more likely than men to say that nothing put
them off going to the London theatre in 1981/82, men more
likely than women to do so in 1985/86. This is probably
linked to the higher percentage of men who were from
overseas in 1985/86 than in 1981/82. Women were more
likely to be deterred by ticket prices, by other costs and
by travel problems other than parking or traffic than men
were. Men were more likely than women to be deterred by
problems with parking and traffic. Women were more likely
than men to specify a fear of violence in London as a
deterrent, particularly elderly women, although fear of
violence was not in itself a very significant deterrent
overall.
The following table shows the sex distributioh of those
mentioning the four most important deterrent factors.
1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in
brackets.
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Deterred 1
.2.Y.	
Other
Ticket
	
Other	 Parking/	 travel 
Prices	 Costs	 Traffic	 problems
Weighted base 1307 (490) 801 (305) 780 (289) 1098 (144)
Sex % % %
Female 60 (55) 60 (60) 53 (44) 61 (70)
Male 40 (45) 40 (40) 47 (56) 39 (30)
Fig 9-20 Distribution of those mentioning most important 
deterrents. ty. sex
Base = all those mentioning ticket prices, other
costs, parking/traffic and other travel problems
as deterrents to London theatre-going
Women consistently accounted for the majority of those
deterred by ticket prices, other costs, and travel problems
other than parking or traffic. Women were particularly
prominent among those mentioning public transport problems
as a deterrent. Men accounted for the majority of those
deterred by parking and traffic problems in 1985/86.
The following table shows the distribution of each age
group by deterrents to London theatre-going.
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Acm, Group, 1981/82
35-44 45-54 55-64 65+16-18 19-24 25-34
Weighted base	 564 1276 1904 1418 1067 632 282
atEnUE1 tY. % % 7. 7. ./. % 7.
Ticket prices 12 22 20 16 18 16 15
Other costs 12 14 10 10 10 11 11
Parking/traffic 8 6 13 15 13 10 a
Other travel
problems 19 16 12 13 15 18 19
Booking/paying
problems 2 3 3 3 3 1 1
Other 7 9 14 13 14 11 18
Nothing 40 30 28 30 27 33 28
Fig 9-21 (a) Distribution of each age group, 	 deterrents 
to London theatre-going. 1981/82 
Base = all respondents
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ag-e. gEQUai_ 1985/86 
X6-18 19-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Weighted base 404 763 828 643 406 248 140
Deterred ty. 	% 	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %
Ticket prices	 6	 22	 17	 11	 14	 9	 7
Other costs
	 14	 8	 9	 7	 8	 8	 4
Parking/traffic	 5	 3	 8	 13	 12	 7	 5
Other travel
problems	 3	 2	 5	 5	 3	 7	 3
Booking/paying
problems	 2	 2	 2	 2	 2	 3	 3
Other	 11	 3	 8	 9	 7	 9	 12
Nothing	 59	 60	 52	 54	 54	 57	 67
Fig 9-21 (b) Distribution of each age oroup. 12y: deterrents 
Q. London theatre-going. 1985/86 
Base = all respondents
The 16-18's were the most likely age group to say that
nothing put them off going to the theatre in London in
1981/82; in 1985/86 it was the 65 and overs who were the
1
most likely to do so. All age groups were more likely to
say that nothing put them off in 1985/86 than they were in
1981/82.
The 19-24's were the most likely age group to mention
ticket prices as a deterrent. They were the only age group
who did not mention ticket prices less often in 1985/86
than in 1981/82. The 16-18's were the least likely age
606
group to mention ticket prices as a deterrent, presumably
because many of them would have had their tickets bought
for them by parents, or obtained student discounts. They
were, however, the age group most likely to be deterred by
other costs in 1985/86.
The 35-44's were consistently the most likely age group to
be deterred by parking and traffic problems. The 16-1B's
and 65 and overs in 1981/82, and the 55-64's in 1985/86,
were the most likely age groups to be deterred by travel
problems other than traffic and parking.
The 65 and overs were the age group most likely to mention
deterrents to London theatre-going other than the major
ones, especially those associated with being out in London
late at night such as fear of violence and difficulty
getting home.
The following table shows the age distribution of those
mentioning the four most important deterrent factors.
1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in
brackets.
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Deterred jay.
Other
Ticket	 Other	 EAa2M9L	 travel
Prices	 CSAKE	 Traf?ic	 problems
Weighted base 1300 (489) 802 (300) 771 (280) 1094 (141)
Age °row, %
5 (5)
%
8 (21)
V.
6 (B)
V.
10 (9)16 - 18
19 - 24 22 (33) 23 (20) 11 (9) 21 (11)
25 - 34 31 (29) 25 (25) 31 (25) 23 (32)
35 - 44 17 (16) 18 (15) 26 (31) 16 (28)
45 - 54 14 (12) 14 (10) 17 (19) 14 (9)
55 - 64 7 (4) 9 (6) 7 (5) 11 (8)
65 and over 3 (2) 4 (2) 3 (3) 5 (4)
Mean age
(actual) 35 (33) 36 (31) 37 (37) 36 (36)
Fig 9-22 Distribution of those mentioning most important 
deterrents t.Y. age amaa
Base = all those mentioning ticket prices, other
costs, parking/traffic and other travel problems
as deterrents to London theatre-going
Those deterred by parking and iraffic problems had the
oldest mean age in both survey periods. Those deterred by
ticket prices had the youngest mean age in 1981/82, and
those deterred by other costs the youngest mean age in
1985/86. The mean ages of those deterred by both types of
cost decreased in 1985/86. The mean age of those deterred
by cost factors in 1985/86 was considerably younger than
that of those deterred by transport factors, which remained
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the same in both survey periods.
The following table shows the distribution of each of the
frequency groups of London theatre-going analysed in
section 1 of Chapter 4, by deterrents to London theatre-
going.	 1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures
follow in brackets.
Frequency group (London theatre-aping) 
New
Visitors	 Occasionals Frequent Regulars,
Weighted base 1565(1076) 1682(923)	 2826(1138) 1062 (333)
Deterred12y V.
Ticket prices	 13 (10)	 20 (18)	 20 (15)	 19 (12)
Other costs	 10	 (8)	 12	 (9)	 11 (10)	 10	 (9)
Parking/traffic	 7	 (6)	 12	 (5)	 14 (12)	 11	 (8)
Other travel
problems	 18	 (5)	 17	 (4)	 14	 (4)	 11	 (2)
Booking/paying
problems	 3	 (2)	 2	 (2)	 4	 (2)	 2	 (3)
Other	 11	 (7)	 7	 ,(5)	 12 (10)	 18 (10)
Nothing
	 39 (63)
	 30 (57)	 25 (47)	 29 (56)
Fig 9-23 Distribution of each frequency oroua. ty
deterrents to London theatre- going 
Base = all respondents
New visitors were the most likely frequency group to say
that nothing put them off going to the theatre in London,
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frequent theatre-goers the least likely.
It was the occasional and frequent theatre-goers who were
most likely to be deterred by ticket prices, although
regular theatre-goers would spend more on theatre tickets
in a typical year because of their higher mean frequency of
London theatre-going. However, if ticket prices had been a
very important deterrent for regular theatre-goers, they
would by definition not be regular theatre-goers. New
visitors were the least likely frequency group to be
deterred by ticket prices. There was little difference
among the frequency groups in the deterrent effect of other
costs.
Parking and traffic problems were most likely to be a
deterrent to frequent theatre-goers, other travel problems
to new visitors.
The following table shows the frequency distribution of
those mentioning the four most important deterrent factors.
1981/82 figures are given first, 1985/86 figures follow in
brackets.
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Deterred 12.
Ticket Other Parkinc/
Other
travel
Prices Costs Troffic problems
Weighted base 1304 (490) 799 (304) 774 (284) 1093 (132)
Visits in
previous la mths %
This is first
visit	 15 (19) 18 (24) 13	 (22) 24 (35)
1 other	 12 (19) 12 (16) 11	 (6) 15 (15)
2 others	 13 (15) 15 (11) 13	 (11) 11 (19)
3-6 others	 30 (27) 29 (29) 32	 (41) 26 (19)
7-11 others	 14 (11) 12 (11) 16	 (11) 10 (7)
/2 or more
others	 17 (10) 13 (10) 16	 (9) 13 (4)
Mean frequency
(actual)	 3 (2) 3 (2) 3	 (3) 3 (2)
Fig 9-24 Distribution of those mentioning most important 
deterrents. by. frequency of London theatre-qoinq 
Base = all those mentioning ticket prices, other
costs, parking/traffic and other travel problems
as deterrents to London theatre-going
Those deterred by ticket prices contained the highest
percentage of those who had made 12 or more other visits to
London theatres in the last 12 months in 1981/82. Despite
the fact that regular theatre-goers were so prominent among
those deterred by ticket prices, it is likely that the cost
is merely felt to be high by regulars rather than that the
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cost has seriously reduced their theatre-going frequency.
It may be, however, that this group of keen theatre-goers
would attend the London theatre more frequently if tickets
were significantly cheaper.
Those deterred by parking or traffic problems had a high
mean frequency of London theatre-going, the highest of
those groups examined in detail in 1985/86.
Those deterred by travel problems other than traffic and
parking were consistently the most likely of the groups
examined to be on their first visit to a London theatre in
12 months. Concern about problems with travel to and from
the theatre may have caused this group to visit . the London
theatre infrequently.
The following table shows selected demographic and
frequency of theatre-going variations between those who
mentioned deterrents to London theatre-going and those
specifically saying that nothing put them off. 	 1981/82
figures	 are given first, 19135/86 figures follow
	 in
brackets.
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Mentioning Not Deterred
Deterrent
Weighted base 4976 (1544) 2174 (1943)
Overseas 19 (18) 48 (50)
London boroughs 45 (49) 27 (30)
Rest U.K. 36 (33) 25 (20)
Female 58 (53) 60 (46)
Mean age (actual) 37 (34) 33 (33)
Mean frequency (actual) 3 (3) 2 (2)
Fig 9-25 Selected demographic and related variations 
between those mentioning and not mentioning 
deterrents to London theatre-going 
Base = all respondents
Those mentioning deterrents were much more likely to be
U.K. residents than those who were not deterred.
Those mentioning deterrents were more likely to be male
than those not deterred in 1981/82; the reverse was true in
1985/86.
Those mentioning deterrents had a higher mean age than
those who were not deterred, and a higher mean frequency of
London theatre-going. At first sight, it appears
paradoxical that those mentioning any deterrents to London
theatre-going had a higher mean frequency of London
theatre-going than those who were not deterred.	 However,
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in the case of the former, the more often they attended the
London theatres, the more likely they were to encounter any
of the problems which might be endemic to London theatre-
going, while for those who did not go to the London theatre
very often, a theatre visit was perhaps a special occasion,
and they would therefore be less likely to take potential
deterrents into consideration when making a rare theatre
visit.
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Notes to Chapter 9
(1) All the opera surveys in both survey periods took place
at productions by the English National Opera company.
Singers would probably have featured more prominently
as an attraction had some of the opera surveys been
carried out at the Royal Opera House, which more
commonly stages performances featuring very well-known
singers than ENO does.
(2) See Chapter 2 for an account of the relatively young
mean age of the dance audience.
(3) See note (3), Chapter 2, for details of method used to
calculate mean age.
(4) See note (4), Chapter 2 for details of method used to
calculate mean frequency of London theatre-going.
(5) Fuller details of travel problems encountered 	 by
theatre-goers, which they did not necessarily regard as
deterrents to London theatre-going, are given
	 in
section 3, Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 10 CONCLUSIONS 
The audience for theatres in London's West End has been
described and analysed in the foregoing study. A
comparison of the results of this research with those for
theatres in the U.K. outside London may enable some
conclusions to be drawn about U.K. theatre audiences
generally.
While the information that is available on the audience for
theatres in the U.K. outside London is not as comprehensive
as that for London theatres, and while such information has
not been co-ordinated or collated on a national basis,
nevertheless three broad trends in audience profiles
outside London emerge from reading a sample of the
(1)
available survey reports.	 These are: that the majority
of theatre audiences tend to be female; that the audience
overall is highly educated; and that the 25-44 age groups
tend to be the most important.
In the West End, the majority of the audience were female
%
in 1981/82, and a slight majority were male in 1985/86.
However, if the U.K. resident section of the West End
audience only is examined, for both survey periods, the
()
majority are female. 2	Women accounted for 527. of the
U.K. population aged 15 and over at the 1981 census, (3) and
they accounted for considerably more than 527. of the
audience at the great majority of U.K. theatres for which
audience surveys were reviewed. Women living in the U.K.
616
are therefore more likely to be theatre-goers than men are.
Like the West End audience, high percentages of audiences
outside London had been educated to at least the usual U.K.
tertiary level education age. The West End findings
indicate that it is not just those types of productions
which might have been supposed to appeal to groups with a
high percentage of graduates, such as opera and classical
plays, which in fact attract such audiences. There is
evidently a link between final educational level and
likelihood of attending the theatre at all.
Although the 25-34's are the most important group of West
End theatre-goers, the age distribution of the West End
audience is in general younger than that found in theatres
outside London. In particular, for categories of production
such as classical plays and opera, the audiences generally
have younger mean ages than are found for similar
productions outside London, even though audiences for these
categories have some of the highest mean ages to be found
()in the West End.4
The demographic profiles of West End and other U.K. theatre
audiences are clearly not very different, especially when
the large overseas component, which appears to be unique to
the West End, is excluded from the analysis. This suggests
that there are certain types of people among the U.K.
population who tend to be theatre-goers. Education level
•
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is evidently a major factor in likelihood of visiting the
theatre, and women appear to be more interested in the
theatre than men are.
As well as certain groups being apparently more likely than
others to attend the theatre generally, the choice of which
production to attend in the West End also appears to be
related to social factors. There was relatively little
change in the age distributions of audiences for each of
the categories of production examined in the West End
between the main two survey periods, even though there was
a gap of three to four years between the survey periods. If
those people who make up the audience for a particular
category of production form a largely static group, one
would expect to have seen mean ages increase between the
two survey periods. Since this did not happen, the
category of production that people chose to visit would
therefore appear to be to some extent dependent on their
age group.
	 The audience for a particular category of
production may therefore be part of a self-replenishing
pool.
	 The view sometimes expressed by marketing managers
%
when discussing some types of production, and opera in
particular, is that the audience is old and that therefore
their marketing should be concentrated on gaining new young
audiences to replace them, since otherwise the current
audience will literally die out. This would appear to be
fallacious. The findings of this research suggest that
going to the opera is something one typically does in one's
40s, whereas in one's early 20s„ for example, one commonly
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goes to musicals.
In the case of some categories of production, there are
obvious likely reasons for the link between theatre-going
behaviour and social factors. For example, tickets for
opera are the most expensive of any category in the West
End (5) . It is therefore not unreasonable to assume that
likelihood of attending the opera is related to disposable
income and consequently to age group. Those aged around 40
could be expected to have reasonably large incomes, and if
they have had children, to have reached the stage where the
children are no longer financially dependent. While the
primary reason for opera's acquiring a largely middle-aged
audience was probably financial, there may also be a
process whereby opera comes to be perceived as 1 something
for the middle-aged because that is the audience it
currently attracts. The social factors which influence
people's cultural behaviour may become more entrenched and
rigid as that behaviour comes to be seen as something that
only certain groups do.
%
The findings of both the West End and other U.K. theatre
audience surveys therefore suggest that social factors play
a major role in determining cultural behaviour, and that
this behaviour can largely be predicted from a person'
sex, educational background, and current age. If this
conclusion is accepted, it is possible to say that a
production of a certain type will tend to attract a
particular type of theatre-goer. The practice of targeted
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marketing, of promoting a production specifically to a
particular,	 well-defined group, therefore becomes 	 an
obvious prime use of audience research. It is a truism of
arts marketing that it is easier to increase attendances by
persuading current theatre-goers to go more often than they
do at present, than it is to do so by gaining new
audiences, and audience research is the means by which the
current audience can be determined. Patterns of
readership of newspapers and periodicals and of radio
listening, and of stated reasons for choosing which
production to attend, also proved to be linked to
demographic and social factors, a further confirmation of
the thesis that cultural behaviour is largely socially
determined. The marketing manager can therefore obtain
guidance from audience survey findings not just in defining
his target market, but also in establishing the best ways
of reaching that group, and what aspects of the production
to promote to them.
Wider policy questions are also raised by audience research
findings. When the audience is defined, the gaps in that
audience become evident. The available research on U.K.
resident theatre audiences indicates that it is a highly
educated minority of the population who attend the theatre.
Those categories of production in the West End which tend
...
to contain the highest percentages of those who have
received full-time education to the usual U.K. tertiary
level age, and which probably attract a small number of
individual theatre-goers, such as classical plays, dance
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and opera,(6) are by and large the only ones to receive
public subsidy. If the audience for theatre in the U.K.
consists of a small, well-educated minority, then subsidy,
in the West End theatre at least, could be said to be
funding the entertainment of an even smaller and more
highly educated minority. One might ask, on reaching this
conclusion, whether the publicly-funded theatres have an
obligation to fill the gaps in the audience. While it
might be thought to be desirable for the subsidised theatre
to expand the base of its audience, the findings of this
research do not offer guidance as to how this might be
achieved.	 Rather, they suggest that cultural preferences
are a product of factors which it is beyond the scope of
policy-makers	 in	 the arts to influence.	 If	 such
preferences have become entrenched, there may be little
6
that can be done to expand the base of the audience.
The example of five surveys which were conducted at
performances of Robert David MacDonald's Summit Conference 
in 1982 (7) confirm the view that cultural behaviour,
however originally arrived at, tends to become entrenched.
This production was a modern drama; giving a controversial
treatment of a fictitious meeting between Eva Braun and
Clara Petacci. It featured Glenda Jackson in the leading
role. The survey results showed that a high percentage of
,.,
the audience were of the type of infrequent theatre-goer
more commonly found at categories of production such as
musicals and comedies than at other modern dramas surveyed.
Glenda Jackson's name was by far the most important
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attraction for this type of theatre-goer among these
audiences. Conversations with many members of the audience
during these surveys, most of whom approached the survey
teams expressing outrage, showed that they had supposed
from the appearance of Glenda Jackson, whom they knew from
her television work, that they were going to see a
straight-forward historical play, and that they felt they
had in some sense been "cheated", although they could not
say precisely why they felt in this way. 	 Clearly, the
sense of expectation about productions according to
audience pre-conceptions of what type of production is
being presented, and the effect of cultural habits, are
very strong, and are therefore likely to be difficult to
change or influence. Certain types of theatre-goer, it
appears, will tend to enjoy certain types of production,
and any experiments they may either make themselves, or be
persuaded by marketing managers to make, can lead to
disappointment and bewilderment. One is led to conclude
from these research findings that the job of the theatre
administrator should be to keep the audience informed, and
to cater to already formed audience preferences, rather
than to try and create new audiences or to persuade people
to experiment with productions of a type they had not
previously visited.
...
If West End audiences can not easily be changed or
influenced in their theatre-going behaviour, then it may
be proposed that the theatre repertoire, or related aspects
of theatre-going should be changed. For example, if a boom
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in overseas tourism were predicted, it might be thought
desirable to change the West End repertoire in favour of
having more musicals and thrillers, since these are popular
productions with overseas visitors. However, such a change
might result in the locally resident audience losing their
theatre-going habits if fewer new plays, for which they are
the core audience, were mounted, and the West End might be
unable to recapture that audience when the tourist boom was
over. On the other hand, if it was decided to alter the
repertoire to include more new plays, in order to build up
and maintain a strong local audience, much overseas
business might be lost during the peak tourist season owing
to insufficient capacity being available for productions
such as thrillers and musicals, which are popular with
overseas visitors, especially since many of the major
musicals playing in the West End at the time of writing
have been sold out virtually continuously since they
opened. (e) In fact, there is little danger of such a major
change in the West End repertoire occurring as a result of
policy decisions, since there is no centrally determined
artistic policy for the West End. SWET is essentially a
trade association, representing the interests of members;
it can advise members on what the best course of action
might appear to be as suggested by the surveys, and can
market the concept of the West End theatre on a corporate
basis, but it has no say in any overall decisions which may
affect the West End repertoire.	 This example does,
however, illustrate the potential drawbacks of using
audience survey results to attempt to alter aspects of
theatre-going in order to try and fill the gaps in the
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audience. If the theatre is changed in some way in order
to attract new or additional audiences, the old ones may by
lost. Even such a minor change as responding to the
preferred performance timings of particular groups of
theatre-goers being targeted, by making timings earlier or
later than at present, would have the effect of excluding
those groups who found the new timings inconvenient. For
example, if starting times were generally made earlier than
at present, those who drive in to the London theatre after
work from the home counties and further afield would not be
able to get into London in time, while those who were
concerned about being out in London late at night, whether
for travel reasons or through fear, could be deterred from
attending if performance timings were made substantially
later.
One example from the experience of the SWET marketing
office does, however, indicate that it may by possible to
change the base of the audience without having to change
the repertoire. Although there is no way of establishing
a conclusive link between the two, it is worth noting that
the number of Scandinavians in ' the West End audience
increased about five-fold between the 1981/82 and 1985/86
survey periods, and that the SWET marketing office mounted
the first major promotion of West End theatre in the
Scandinavian countries, aimed primarily at the travel
Industry, in 1983 and 1984. It is likely that what
happened was that the Scandinavian tourist became better
informed than he was in the past about London theatres, and
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that it was therefore made easier for him to visit them,
having already been interested in the theatre. This is,
therefore, less likely to be a case of cultural patterns
being broken, than of a demand being catered to, and of the
marketing manager fulfilling her role of informing those
who are interested in the theatre.
The most useful role of audience research therefore lies
not in providing the stimulus for major changes in policy,
but in informing theatre managements of the context within
which they operate, so that they can make use of research
in planning their marketing. In the West End, corporate
marketing schemes such as the Senior Citizens' Matinee
scheme and the Sixth Former Standby scheme are examples of
marketing promotions which have resulted from the SWET
marketing office learning about both audience profiles and
about the size of the likely market for such schemes from
audience research. Negotiations with bodies such as
Westminster City Council, the British Tourist Authority,
London Regional Transport, and the lobbying of MPs have
been rendered more effective by the ability of SWET to
speak with confidence about who donstitutes its audience,
and what their theatre-going behaviour ii, and to back this
up with independently established statistical information.
Audience research, therefore, is most useful and important
in defining the context within which the arts
administrator, and especially the marketing manager, has to
work, in a quantifiable way.
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Notes to Chapter 10
(1) The Bibliography gives a complete list of survey
reports reviewed.
(2) The shift in the balance between the sexes among the
West End audience in 1985/86 was due to the large
increase in the percentage who were from overseas, with
overseas visitors to West End theatres being
consistently more likely to be male than female. The
percentage who were from overseas among audiences
outside London tended to be very much lower than was
the case in the West End.
(3) Census data was obtained from the Annual Abstract of
Statistics, 1986 edition, published by HMSO, Government
Statistical Service.
(4) See Chapter 2 for an account of the mean ages of West
End audiences analysed by category of production, and
Chapter 3 for an account of the age distribution of the
N
West End audience overall.
.1
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(5) During the calendar year nearest to the 1981/82 survey
period, for example, the average price asked for an
opera ticket in the West End was £9.83, while the
average price asked in the West End overall was £6.87.
Source, Gardiner, Caroline West End Theatre 
Attendances, annual unpublished report for SWET, from
1981 onwards.
(6) Mean
	
frequency of theatre-going was high among
audiences for productions in these categories,
suggesting that repeat visits by the same individuals
accounted for a high percentage of total sales in the
category, and that therefore the actual size of the
audience was small. See Chapter 2 for an account of
mean frequencies of theatre-going for each category of
production audience.
(7) Further	 details about this production, 	 and	 all
productions surveyed, are given in Appendix 4.
(8) For example, Cats, and Phani.om of the Opera., both
Andrew Lloyd Webber musicals, and Les Miserables by
Alain Boulbil, Claude-Michel Schonberg, and Herbert
Kretzmer, have been sold out continuously since within
a few weeks of their opening. Cats has, at the time of
writing, been running for six years.
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APPENDIX 2
Members of Research Working Party at November 1981. 
Posts listed are those held at the time of membership.
Hilary Bauer, Office of Arts and Libraries.
Jules Boardman, Head of Marketing, National Theatre.
Vincent Burke, Development Officer, SWET.
Caroline Gardiner, Department of Arts Administration, City
University.
Gillian Gardner—Smith, Research Service Manager, British
Tourist Authority.
Peter Harlock, Publicity Controller, Royal SHakespeare
Company.
Michael Ouine, Director of Arts Administration Studies,
Department of Arts Administration, City University.
Stewart Rigby, Senior Research Executive, British Tourist
Authority.
Peter Verwey, Senior Marketing Officer, Arts Council of
Great Britain.
Norman Wolf, Office of Arts and Libraries.
Richard York, Deputy Administrator, Barbican Centre.
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APPENDIX 3
SWET member theatres at December 1987.
Theatres which have joined since November 1981 are
indicated with *. Note that there are periodic changes in
membership, and not all the theatres listed will be have
been members continuously since 1981.
Adelphi	 Mermaid	 Vaudeville
Albery	 National, Cottesloe
	
Westminster *
Aldwych	 National, Lyttelton
	
Whitehall *
Ambassadors	 National, Olivier
	
Wyndham's
Apollo	 New London
Apollo Victoria *	 Old Vic
Barbican Theatre *
	 Open Air, Regent's Park
Barbican, The Pit *
	 Palace
Coliseum	 Palladium
Comedy	 Phoenix *
Covent Garden	 Piccadilly
Criterion	 Prince Edward
Donmar Warehouse	 Prince of Wales
Drury Lane	 Queen's
Duchess	 Royal Court,
Duke of York's	 Royal Court, Upstairs
Fortune *	 Royalty *
Garrick	 Sadler's Wells
-
Globe	 Savoy
Haymarket	 Shaftesbury
Her Majesty's	 St. Martin's
Lyric
	
Strand
Mayfair	 Victoria Palace *
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APPENDIX 4
Details of productions surveyed. 
Each production is listed as follows;
1. Date of survey
2. Name of play/production
3. Theatre at which survey took place.
4. Author/composer/choreographer etc.
5. A brief description of the production, with any
particularly noteworthy points, e.g. well-known leading
actors.
1. 23rd November 1981	 No Sex Please. We're British 
Strand Theatre
Anthony Marriott and A. Foot
Comedy. This production had run for 10 years at the time
of the survey, and was a West End institution.
2. 18th December 1981 All My. Sons
Wyndham's Theatre
Arthur Miller
Modern drama. A family learns of the father's dishonest
arms profiteering in World War II. Colin Blakely and
Rosemary Harris took the leading roles.
632
3. 23rd December 1981 The Mitford Girls 
Globe Theatre
Caryl Brahms and Ned Sherrin
Traditional musical. Dramatised biography of the
Mitford sisters. Patricia Hodge played Nancy Mitford.
4. 7th January 1982 The Sooty Show
Mayfair Theatre
Matthew Corbett, Jr.
Children's/ family show. Popular and long standing
glove puppet show, with characters who appeared in a
television version of the show. An annual Christmas/
New Year event at the Mayfair.
5. 8th January 1982 Treasure Island 
Mermaid Theatre
Adapted from the book by Robert Louis Stevenson by
Bernard Miles, Joesphine Wilson, and Robert Coe.
Children's/family show. With Tom Baker, well-known as
BBC television's Dr. Who, as Long John Silver.
•
6. 2nd March 1982	 Richard II
Aldwych Theatre
William Shakespeare
Classical play. Royal Shakespeare Company production,
with Alan Howard in the title role.
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7. 8th March 1982	 Amadeus 
Her Majesty's Theatre
Peter Shaffer
Modern drama. West End transfer of National Theatre
production. Deals with the possible murder of Mozart
by rival composer, Salieri. 	 A controversial portrayal
of Mozart as juvenile and given to obscenities.
8. 9th March 1982 Educating Rita
Piccadilly Theatre
Willy Russell
Comedy. West End transfer of RSC production of
award-winning play about a working-class woman's
relationship with her Open University tutor.
9. 11th March 1982 Evita 
Prince Edward Theatre
Tim Rice (lyrics) and Andrew Lloyd Webber (music).
Modern musical. Fictional biography of Eva Peron.
Several hit songs came from this musical. e.g.
Don't cry for me. Argentina 
•
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10. 16th March 1982 Underneath the Arches 
Prince of Wales Theatre
Devised by Patrick Garland, Brian Glanville, and Roy
Hudd.
Revue. Song, dance and sketches, recounting the
life stories of the comedy team Flanagan and Allen
and the Crazy Gang, who were very popular in the
1940's, and using much of their original material. A
transfer from Chichester Festival Theatre.
11. 17th March 1982 They're Playing our Song 
Shaftesbury Theatre.
Marvin Hamlisch and Carol Bayer Sager.
Musical comedy, supposedly based on the on—off
relationship of Hamlisch and Bayer Sager. Tom Conti
and played the leading male role.
12. 19th March 1982 The Portage to San Cristobal of A.H.
Mermaid Theatre.
Christopher Hampton, from the book by George Steiner.
Modern drama. "A.H.", a war criminal hiding out in
South America, is captured by Jewish Nazi hunters.
13. 24th March 1982 Ballet Rambert 
Sadlers Wells Theatre
Dance. Programme of modern dance works, by an
established U.K. contemporary dance company, which
performs to both classical and modern music.
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14. 25th March 1982 Manon
London Coliseum
Massenet.
Opera. English National Opera production of French
19th Century, an opera which is generally considered to
be a romantic tragedy.
15-18. 21st, 22nd, 24th, and 26th May Pass the Butler 
Globe Theatre
Eric Idle
Comedy. First stage play by a former star of the
popular BBC comedy series Monty Python's Flying 
Circus, seen by the critics as being very
derivative of the work of Joe Orton.
19. 15th July 1982 Cats
New London Theatre
Andrew Lloyd Webber (music) Lyrics from T.S. Eliot's
Old Possum's book of Practical Cats
Modern musical. Based on the Eliot book, with the
performers impersonating cats. , A number of hit songs
came from this show, e.g Memory. One of the most
popular shows in London, sold out virtually
continuously since it opened in May 1981.
20. 20th July 1982
	
Educating Rita, repeat survey
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21. 23rd July 1982	 Summit Conference 
Lyric Theatre
Robert David MacDonald.
Modern drama. The writer is well-known for his work
with the Glasgow Citizen's Theatre Company. Glenda
Jackson and Georgina Hale appeared as Eva Braun
and Clara Petacci, holding their own "summit
conference" while Hitler and Mussolini confer.
22. 27th July 1982 Pirates of Penzance 
Theatre Royal, Drury Lane.
Gilbert and Sullivan, restaged by Joseph Papp.
Traditional musical. Thought by the critics to be
fairly faithful to the original, although there was
some re-scoring of the music. Tim Curry, George Cole
and Pamela Stephenson played the leading roles.
23. 28th July 1982 Royal Ballet School 
Sadlers' Wells Theatre.
Dance. The School's annual showcase for its pupils.
%
24. 2nd August 1982 Underneath the Arches, repeat survey
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25. 3rd August 1982 All's Well that ends Well
Barbican Theatre
William Shakespeare
Classical play. A Royal Shakespeare Company production
of a rarely performed Shakespeare. The leading female
roles were performed by Dame Peggy Ashcroft and Harriet
Walter. This was the production in which Harriet
Walter first received considerable public attention.
26. 9th August 1982 Cards on the Table
Vaudeville Theatre
Adapted from the novel by Agatha Christie by Leslie
Darbon.
Thriller. Gordon Jackson played the Inspector.
27. 9th August 1982 Tosca 
London Coliseum
Puccini.
Opera. English National Opera production of a very
popular early 20th century opera. Generally regarded
as a melodrama, a standard repertoire work
28-31. 13th, 15th, 18th and 23rd October Summit Conference,
repeat surveys
32. 1st November 1982 Underneath the Arches, repeat survey
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33. 4th November 1982 Cats, repeat survey
34. 26th November 1982 Steaming 
Comedy Theatre.
Nell Dunn.
Comedy. Award-winning comedy, by the author of
Ll_a the Junction, about a group of women fighting
to save their local baths from closure.
35-36. 30th November and 1st December 1982
84 Charing Cross Road
Ambassador's Theatre.
James Roose-Evans, adapted from the book by Helene
Hanff.
Modern drama. Hanff's account of her long-term
postal relationship with the staff of Marks and Co.,
a Charing Cross Road book-sellers.
37. 15th December 1982 Noises off
Savoy Theatre.
Michael Frayn.
Comedy. The audience sees an incompetent theatre
company performing both on and back-stage.
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38-39. 23rd February and 1st June 1983 The Mousetrap 
St. Martin's Theatre
Agatha Christie
Thriller.	 The West End's longest running play,
which celebrated its 30th year in 1982.
40-41. 16th June and 27th October 1983 Evita 
Repeat surveys
42-43. 21st November and 28th December 1983 The Mousetrap,
repeat surveys
44. 29th December 1983 Evita, repeat survey
45. 18th May 1985 The Merce Cunninaham Company 
Sadler's Wells Theatre
Merce Cunningham
Dance. Programme of contemporary dance works by
American company, most choreographed by Cunningham,
one of the gurus of modern dance. The company performs
largely to music by John Cage.
-
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46. 3rd June 1985	 Me and	 Girl
Adelphi Theatre
Noel Gay
Traditional musical. Revival of the 30's "Lambeth
Walk" musical, about a cockney who turns out to be
a long-lost earl. Robert Lindsay took the leading
role.
47. 9th July 1985	 Daisy Pulls it Off
Globe Theatre
Denise Deegan.
Comedy. Award-winning spoof of 20's girls' school
stories.
48. 17th July 1985 Stepping Out
Duke of York's Theatre
Richard Harris
Comedy. Award-winning play about a evening class group
learning tap-dancing.
49. 15th August 1985 On your Toes'.
Palace Theatre
Richard Rogers, Lorenz Hart and George Abbott.
Broadway transfer musical. Revival of 1936 musical
renowned for marrying jazz and classical dance.
Contains the Balanchine ballet "Slaughter on 10th
Avenue".
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50. 13th September 1985 The Business of Murder 
Mayfair Theatre
Richard Harris
Thriller. Richard Todd played the lead in this
long-running thriller which opened in 1981.
51. 28th September 1985 The Duchess of Malfi 
National Theatre, Lyttelton Theatre
John Webster
Classical play. Production by the Ian McKellen and
Edward Petherbridge company, one of five in residence
at the NT in 1985, of what is probably the best known
Jacobean play apart from the works of Shakespeare.
Eleanor Bran played the title role.
52. 22nd October 1985 Daisy Pulls it Off
Repeat survey
53. 6th November 1985 Steppinci Out
Repeat survey
54. 27th November 1985 Orpheus in the Underworld
London Coliseum
Offenbach
Opera. English National Opera production, an up-date
of a well-known late 19th Century French comic opera.
Designed by cartoonist Gerald Scarfe.
642
55. 17th December 1985 Daisy Pulls it Off
Repeat survey
56. 8th January 1986 Stepping Out
Repeat survey
57. 10th February 1986 The Scarlet Pimpernel
Her Majesty's Theatre
Baroness Orczy, adapted by Beverley Cross.
Children's/family show. Donald Sinden took the title
role. The book is better known than the play. A
transfer from Chichester Festival Theatre.
58. 21st February 1986 Torch Song Trilogy 
Albery Theatre
Three plays by Harvey Fierstein
Modern drama. Supposedly largely autobiographical
account of a homosexual drag queen's problems in
making his relationships succeed, presenting a
primarily light-hearted view. Sometimes described
as a gay classic.	 •
58. 13th March 1986 Lennon 
Astoria
Bob Eaton, music by Lennon and McCartney
Modern musical. Dramatised biography of John Lennon.
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60. 7th April 1986 42nd Street 
Theatre Royal, Drury Lane
Based on the novel by Bradford Ropes. Music by Harry
Warren, lyrics by Al Dubin, book by Michael Stewart
and Mark Bramble.
Broadway transfer musical. A musical on the grand
scale, with large production numbers. A company is
staging a new musical, the understudy takes over at
short notice, becomes an overnight star and saves
the show. There is a 1930's film version.
61-64. 21st, 23rd, 26th April (matinee and evening)
Wife Begins at Forty 
Ambassador's Theatre
Arne Sultan and Earl Barrett
Comedy. Mid-life crisis in a marriage, given
a largely farcical treatment.
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APPENDIX 5
Copies of all versions of the questionnaire used in
the research 
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APPENDIX 6
Overseas countries represented in the West End theatre 
audience between November 1981 and April 1986. 
Andorra	 Iraq	 Spain
Angola	 Israel	 Sweden
Argentina	 Italy	 Switzerland
Australia	 Japan	 Syria
Austria	 Kenya	 Tanzania
Belgium	 Kuwait	 Thailand
Belize	 Lebanon	 United Arab Emirates
Botswana	 Luxembourg	 United States of America
Brazil	 Malaysia	 Venezuela
Brunei	 Malta	 Yugoslavia
Bulgaria	 Mauritius	 West Germany
Canada	 Mexico	 West Indies
Channel Islands	 Morocco	 Zambia
Colombia	 Netherlands	 Zimbabwe
Cyprus	 New Zealand
Denmark	 Nigeria
Eire	 Norway
Ethiopia	 Oman
Finland	 Pakistan
France	 Peru
Gibraltar
	
Philippines
Greece	 Poland
Hong Kong
	 Portugal
Hungary	 Saudi Arabia
Iceland	 Singapore
India
	 South Africa
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APPENDIX 7 
Examples of press reaction to the Libyan crisis in 
April 1986, and its effect on West End theatres. 
Article from the Daily Mail, May 20th, 1986.
By STEVE ABSALOM
LONDON'S West End theatres are being crippled by_ the absence
of American tourists shunning Britain because they fear terrorism.
Top producer Bill Kenwright, who currently has -five shows on
stage„ said last night that he has lost more than £.100,000 in four
weeks as ticket sales have plummeted by 40 per cent
tn. s
-And he blamed the missing i
Americans for his _decision to axe
the acclaimed musical Judy after
only nine weeks. 'It's a nightmare,'
said Mr Senwright. 'It Just needs
one more attack or another Libya
crisis and it will be all over for us,
'The Americans are panicking. Some
of my closest friends and colleagues
from the U.S. expect to see a gun-toting
terrorist on every street corner.'
Mr Kenwright. a former Coronation IStreet actor, said he originallY tried tokeep Judy running at the Strand by
covering losses from his own pocket in
the hope that Lesley Mackie. who stars
as the late Judy Garland, would win
an award for her performance.
People will say I'm either very
stupid or very brave but we would
undoubtedly have been fighting on had
It not been for the Libya crisis. I've
lost a small fortune,' he added.
This is the time of year when U.S.
tourists traditionally flock to London,
filling hotels and snapping up about a _
third of theatre _ seats. -But Libyan'
warnings that Americans -abroad
be targets for attack, coupled with
worries in the States over the effects
In Europe of last month's Chernobyl
nuclear disaster, have put paid to that.
Now West End producers are having -
to redirect their marketing toward thehome market in a desperate attempt to
plug the gap in sales.
Tha article is continued on the following page.
APPENDIX 7
	 (continued)
The crisis has already
 meant cur-
tains for the farce Wife Begins At
Forty, with an all-star cast including
Dinsdale Lariden and Liza Goddard at
-the Ambassadors. 	
._
It was due to have been recast in
three weeks time but now producers,
The Theatre of Comedy have decided
• to drop the show completely because of
low bookings. .. 	 . ..	 • : ...	 ,
Howard 4Panter, producer of the
musical Mutiny, starring David Essex.
at the Piccadilly, said : 'Every show I
know about is suffering a substantial
drop in bookings.'
Impresario Louis Benjamin of Sic
Moss Theatres, which owns ten We
End venues, called on producers t
- steady their nerves.
'I don't believe we should be feelin
suicidal,' he added. 'If you put o.
naality shows, audiences will come an
if they do not come from America the.
will come from elsewhere.'
• .11Ar Benjamin said shows in h:
- theatres, which include the music:
42nd Street at the Theatre Royal, Drui
Lane and La Cage Aux Folles at ti-
Palladium, were weathering the storn
.	 .
At Stratford-upon-Avon, home i
the Royal Shakespeare Company an
a popular destination for America
tourists, the story of a drop in bool
ings is the same.
Sir Geoffrey Howe is spearheading
a new campaign to woo back Ameri-
can tourists.
The Foreign Secretary, who visit
Washington next week. is anxious t
get the word passed down from th
White House that Britain Is safe am
that we should not be penalised foi
supporting the U.S raid on Libya las
month.
• The American boycott could co:
Britain's tourist industry up to ESC
million this year.
This article is reproduced by kind permission of the
Daily Mail.
A further example press cutting is on the following
page.
London hotels, tour operators, travel com-
panies and theatres are cutting staff and
services to compensate for a 30-40 per
cent drop in the number of American tour-
ists this year, 'a panic which has now be-
cornea fashion to cancel,' according to one
major transatlantic operator.
Scaremongering by the US media
about the danger of terrorist bombings
is the chief factor in 'the dramatic down-
turn'. 'A bombing in Spain is being seen
as a bombing in Europe,' said John
Bolding of Insight International, one of
the many big operators which have been
forced to lay off staff. The lower dollar
rate, making holidays here 60 per cent
more expensive for Americans, and the
recent spate of airline disasters have
contributed to the US boycott of Britain,
1 he said.
APPENDIX 7 (continued)
Article from Time Out, issue dated 11th - 17th June
1986.
In London, major hotels like the
Churchill and the InterContinental have
made staff redundant and in some cases
closed entire floors because of forward
cancellations. Tour companies like
Edwards and Edwards, the biggest in
the capital specialising in trips to places
like Stratford, Stonehenge and Canter-
bury, have had to organise a sales drive
in the face of a 20 per cent drop in custo-
mers this summer. They blamed 'a
world-wide fear of travelling as much
as the fear of being attacked as causes.
The situation in London's theatreland
is reported to be 'bad', with bookings
slipping by as much as 30 per cent after
the Libyan bombing raids. And al-
though the Society of West End
Theatre was maintaining a brave official
face while stressing that all their 49
members were open for business, can-
cellations are understood to have been
heavy everywhere.
The entire range of tourism-orientat-
ed iunkets, such as beefeater banquets.
souvenir shops, the big London depart-
ment stores, and especially the guides —
who experienced a bumper recruitment
during last year's record number of US
tourists — have been hit, with many
going to the wall.
The .only positive aspect of the fall in
the number of tourists is that those who
have dared to come to battle-scarred
London are finding otherwise-packed
and crowded excursions all the more
pleasurable. 'I have spoken to people
who have said how much they enjoyed
going around the Tower of London
when usually it's a nightmare of
queues.' said Roger Holt. of the British
Incoming Tour. Operators Association.
His 70 members are now crossing
their fingers that the latter half of the
summer will :lee an improvement and
are optimistic that PR stunts like Nancy
Reagan's acceptance a the invitation to
the Royal Wedding in July will give a
desperately needed boost to trade.
Paul titanium
This article is reproduced by kind permission of
Time Out.
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APPENDIX 8 
SWET leaflet giving times of last trains from 
central London stations
Late trains from London
(station codes and notes at end of table)
TO FROM MON-FRI SAT
Approx
journey time
(minutes) NOTES
Leatherhead V 2345 2345 44
Leighton Buzzard E 00301- 00101 65
Letchworth KX 2355 2355 50
Lewes v 2359 2359 70
Lingfield v 2336 2336 46
Liphook W 2325 2325 68
Longheld v 2353 2353 39
Luton SP 00501- 00451- 41 Also calls at
Leagraye. Flitwick
Maidenhead P 2331 2331 46
Maidstone East v 2327 2327 65 (72 mins Saturdays)
Margate v 2350 2350 99
Meopham v 2353 2353 43
Merst ham v 2347 2347 32
Milton Keynes E 00301- 00101- 81
Newbury P 2310* 2335 62(SX) *Change at Reading
Northampton E 2352 2352 78
Oakleigh Park KX 0045t 00251- 15
Orpington CX 01021 01021- 34
Orpington v 2340 2333 34
Otford v 2327 2327 47
Oxford
P 2310 — 75 Change at Didcot Parkway
P — 2310
Until
26.1287
110 Change at Reading and
Didcot Parkway
(bus from Didcot)
P — 2310
from 2.1.88
so Change at Didcot Parkway
Oxshott W 2342 2342 30
Oxted v 2336 2336 37
Paddock Wood CX 2325 2325 47
Pangbourne P 2345 2355 42(SX) Change at Reading
Petersfield W 2325 2325 ao
Petts Wood CX 01021- 0102t 31
Pelts Wood v 2340 2333 30
Portsmouth W 2325 2325 105
Potters Bar KX 0045t 0045t 25
Preston Park V 2320 2320 71
Princes Risborough M 2355 2355 66
Purley V 2347 2347 24
Purley CX 2340 2340 39
Reading P 2345 2355 23(SX)
Redhill v 2347 2347 38
Reigate v 2247 2247 44 Change at Redhill
Richmond W 00161" 0016t 17
Riddlesdown v 2336 2336 26
Robertsbridge CX 2325 2325 78 Change at Tonbridge
Romford L 0032t 00321- 20 Also calls at Ilford
Royston KX 2355 2355 67
St Albans City SP 0050t 00451 29 Also calls at Hendon.
Radlett and Elstree
St Leonard's (WS) CX 2325 2325 sa Change at Tonbridge
4- continued over
SPOTLIGHT YOUR•
LATE TRAIN HOME
FROM THE THEATRE.
OCTOBER 1987 -14 MAY 1988
THE LONDON THEATRE. ACT ON IT.
Late trains from London
until 14 May 1988
The following trains are suggested as suitable late or last departures
from London. Please check before commencing your journey.
(station codes and notes at end Of table)
TO FROM MON-FRI SAT
Approx
journey time
(minutes) NOTES
Abbey Wood CX 00131- 00131- 30
Aldershot W 2345 2345 49 Change at Woking
Alton W 2312 2312 69
Ascot W 2315 2315 43
Ashford (Kent) CX 2325 2325 73
Ashtead W 2352 2352 40
Aylesbury m 2355 2355 80 Also 0004 from Baker St.
(Change at Amersham)
Baldock KX 2355 2355 50
Banstead v 2301 2301 50
Basildon L 00305 00351- 40 Depart from Fenchurch St
on Saturdays
Basingstoke W 2345 2345 55
Beaconsfield rvi 2355 2355 45
Bedford SP 0050t 0045t 66
Bexleyheath CX 2333 2333 34
Billericay L 00241 0024t 45
Bishops Stortford L 00351 0035t 45
Bournemouth W 2345 2345 131 Also calls at Brockenhurst,
New Milton, Christchurch
Bracknell W 2315 2315 57 Change at Staines
Brentwood L 00241- 00241- 35
Brighton v 2359 2359 65
Brockenhurst W 2345 2345 110
Bromley South v 00291 0029t 20 Also calls at Herne Hill.
Penge East,
Beckenham Junction
Broxbourne L 0035t 0035t 25
Burgess Hill v 2320 2320 so
Camberley W 2315 2315 55
Cambridge L 0035t 0035t 80
Canterbury East v 2350 2350 84 Change at Faversham
Caterham CX 2340 2340 51
Chatham
V 2353 2353 58 Also cats Swantey. Rochester
CX 00131 00131- 69 Also calls at Rochester
Cheam v 2345 2345 29
Chelmsford L 0024) 2302 51
Chichester v 2220 2220 107
Chingford L 00311- 00311- 25
Chislehurst CX 01021- 01021- 28
Clandon W 2342 2342 44
Colchester L 2359 2302 80
Coulsdon South V 2347 2347 27
Crawley v 2347 2347 57
Dartford CX 0013t 0013t 42 Also calls at Woolwich
Arsenal and Abbey Wood
Denham M 2355 2355 28
4- continued over
THE LONDON THEATRE. ACT ON IT.
Network emAhlEge
WAIN
Published by Central Advertising Services (81313)
Printed in England by Cripplegate P05395/A850/10.87/5PL Plan Del 2.
Late trains from London
(station codes and notes at end of table)
TO FROM MON-FRI SAT
Approx
journey time
(minutes) NOTES
Didcot Parkway P 2345 23101 42(SX) Change at Reading
until 19 December
Dorking W 2322 2322 46
Dorking V 2345 2345 52
Eastbourne V 2359 2359 88
East Croydon V 00421- 00421- 24
East Croydon CX 2340 2340 31
East Grinstead V 2336 2336 57
Edenbridge Town V 2236 2236 47 Change at Dated
Effingham Junction W 2352 2352 49
Egham W 2346 2346 41
Epsom W 2352 2352 30
Epsom V 2345 2345 35
Farnborough (Main) W 2345 2345 38
Farnham W 2345 2345 55 Change at Woking
Faversham V 2350 2350 69
Fleet W 2345 2345 43
Folkestone Central CX 2325 2325 95
Gerrards Cross M 2355 2355 36
G idea Park L 0032)- 0032t 25
Gillingham (Kent) V 2353 2353 61
Gillingham (Kent) CX 0013-1 00131 72
Godalming W 2325 2325 49
Goring & Streatley P 2345 2355 48(SX) Change at Reading
Gravesend CX 00131- 00131- 54
Great Missenden BS 0004t 0004t 50 Change at Amersham
Guildford W 000211 00021- 56
Hadley Wood KX 00451 0025t 20
Harlow Town L 00351- 0035t 33
Harpenden SP 0050-1 0045t 35
Haslemere W 2325 2325 63
Hassocks V 2320 2320 64
Hastings CX 2325 2325 99 Change at Tonbridge
Hatfield KX 00451 00251 33
Havant W 2325 2325 95
Hayes (Kent) CX 2353 2353 37
Haywards Heath V 2359 2359 51
Hemel Hempstead E 00301- 00101- 45 Also calls at Berkhamsted
and Thng
Herne Bay V 2350 2350 83
Hertford East L 2315 2319 60
Hertford North KX 00485 00281 45
High Wycombe M 2355 2355 52
Hitchin KX 2355 2355 50
Harley V 2347 2347 44
Horsham V 2347 2347 69
Horsley W 2342 2342 40
Hove V 2359 2359 72 Change at Haywards Heath
Huntingdon KX 2338 2338 70
Kingston W 0040t 0050t 25
Leatherhead W 2352 2352 40
Late trains from London
(station codes and notes at end of table)
TO FROM MON-FRI SAT
Approx
journey time
(minutes) NOTES
Sawbridgeworth L 00355 0035'1 40
Sevenoaks CX 2338 2338 53
Shenfield L 0032t 00321- 30
Shepperton W 2346 2346 45
Shoeburyness L 00301 00351 70 Depart from Fenchurch St.
on Saturdays
Slough P 2331 2331 30
Southampton W 2345 2345 93
Southampton Parkway W 2345 2345 85
Southend Central L 0030t 0035) 60 Also calls at Benfleet,
Leigh-on-Sea. Westcliff.
Depart from Fenchurch St.
on Saturdays
Southend Victoria L 00241- 00241 70 Also calls at Wickford,
Rayleigh. Hockley,
Rochford
Staines W 2346 2346 36
Stevenage KX 0045t 0025t 40
Stoneleigh W 2352 2352 23
Sunningdale W 2315 2315 48 Change at Staines
Surbiton W 0002t 0002t 19
Sutton V 2345 2345 26
Taplow P 2331 2331 41
Tattenham Corner V 2336 2336 61 Change East Croydon
Thames Ditton W 2326 2326 30
Three Bridges V 2347 2347 48
Tonbridge CX 2338 2338 63
Tunbridge Wells CX 2325 2325 54 Change at Tonbridge
Twyford P 2331 2331 55
Virginia Water W 2346 2346 47
Wadhurst CX 2325 2325 63 Change at Tonbridge
Walton-on-Thames W 0002t 00025 29
Watford Junction E 00301- 00105 29
Welling CX 2333 2333 31
Welwyn Garden City KX 00455 00255 25
Wendover BS 0004-1 00045 57 Change at Amersham
West Byfleet W 0002t 00025 39
Westgate-on-Sea V 2320 2320 95
West Wickham CX 2353 2353 34
Weybridge W 00021 00021- 33
Wimbledon W 0040t 00501- 14
Winchester W 2345 2345 75
Winchfield W 2312 2312 53
Windsor &
Eton Riverside W 2316 2316 56
Witham L 2359 2302 50
Woking W 00021- 00021- 43
Wokingham W 2315 2315 62 Change at Staines
Worthing V 2359 2359 89 Change at Haywards Heath
STATION CODES AND NOTES
5	 Next day	 E	 Euston	 P	 Paddington
SX Except Saturdays	 KX Kings Cross	 SP St Pancras
BS Baker St (LT)	 L	 Liverpool Street	 V	 Victoria
CX Charing Cross	 M	 Marylebone	 W	 Waterloo
ONE DAYCAPHALCARD
his leaflet comes to you with the
compliments of Network SouthEast and
the Society of West End Theatre, to spotlight
your late trains home after the show.
Network SouthEast provides a much more
convenient way into and out of the West End.
And with a One Day Capitalcard, you can
use the Underground and Buses as well!
Please remember, many Network
SouthEast stations offer off-street parking for
your car, so it's very easy to get to and from
your home.
THE LONDON THEATRE.
ACT ON IT.
With 50 West End theatres,
there's no shortage of choice from thrillers,
comedies, dramas, musicals, dance and opera.
And there are now many ways in which you
can find out full details of West End
productions:
* Pick up a free fortnightly London
Theatre Guide at the theatre, travel and tourist
information centres, hotels and libraries. Or
contact the Society of West End Theatre for
subscription details.
* For Prestel users, page 26980 not only
contains the Guide but also a magazine
highlighting current theatre events and
services.
* On Oracle page 232.
* Daily in The Independent and each
Sunday in The Observer Review
And now with the late night train
information shown in this leaflet, you can
enjoy your evening and be assured of getting
back home.
These are just some of the activities
organised by The Society For more information,
write to: The Society of West End Theatre,
Bedford Chambers, The Piazza, Covent
Garden, London WC2E SHQ.
Buy a One Day Capitalcard and swan
around the whole of Greater London by Train,
Underground and Bus.
Avoid West End parking problems.
Take in a show.
Stay for a meal.
It's much more convenient and it can save
you a great deal of money.
And if you're a Network Card holder you can
save even more!
For full details of One Day Capitalcards and
Network Cards ask at your local station or phone
01-200 0200 for a leaflet.
APPENDIX 9
Ticket agencies, travel agents and department stores 
specified pi respondents in 1985/86 as booking outlets used 
to obtain tickets for the performance surveyed. 
Ticket agencies	 Travel agents 
Abbey Agency	 Edwards and Edwards
Adams Agency	 Frames
Albemarle Agency	 Rakes
Benfleet Agency
Fenchurch Agency	 Department Stores 
First Call	 Harrods
Keith Prowse	 Selfridges
Lacon and Olier
Lashmar Agency
Leader Agency
London Theatre Bookings
Premier Agency
Renown Agency
Theatre Goers
Tic ketmaster
Tickets of Bath
Ticketron
651
APPENDIX 10 
Copy of the London Theatre Guide 
652
WEST END THEATRE
GIFT TOKENS.
rench's crheatre_Bookshop
PLAYS THEATRE BOOKS FREE MAILING LIST RECORDS
of Plays, Poetry and original Broadway / West End Musicals.
Mail Order Service. Open Mon-Fri, 9.30 .
 17.30
52 Fitzroy St. VV1P 6JR (1 min Warren St. tube) Tel:01-387 9373 
The London Theatre Guide
is available on Prestel
Sponsored by American Express
Key Page No. 269 80
THEATRE
1 MUSEU
COVENT GARDEN
Don't miss it!
Entrance in Russell Street WC2
Tuesda y
 to Sunda y
 11.00 - 19.00
Closed every Monday
Recorded Information 01-836 7624
A BRANCH OF THE VICTORIA AND ALBERT MUSEUM • THE NATIONAL MUSEUM OF ART AND DESIGN
ACQUAVIVA
Ristorante Italian°
40 Goodge Street. London WI
Reservations: 636 4874/0430
Squ
	s
Ws)" )
_
THE RESTAURANT
THE THEATRE BAR AND BRASSERIE
The choice of a fixed price 3-course menu at
£9.50 or the extensive 'A la Carte' in the
candlelit Restaurant, or perhaps meet just for a
drink, a snack or a full meal in the elegance and
comfort of the Theatre Bar and Brasserie.
Near to the Aldwych, Strand, Duchess, Fortune,
Vaudeville, Savoy, Adelphi, Drury Lane and New
London Theatres and the Royal Opera House.
No. 1 Aldwych WC2 01-836 3346
•
THE
EASIEST WAY
TO BOOK THE BEST
ENTERTAINMENT
IN LONDON
•
•
•
rice
•
West End Theatre • Cinema • Concerts
it FIRST CALL
01-240 7200
•
Also available at the
\IRE\ it Russell Street
1 -V1 London WC2
Q adly, a visit to the National Theatre isn't always
L./possible. After all, we've so much to be proud of
Three superb theatres. A magnificent roster of
performers. And over a dozen productions each month.
But at the South Bank Centre, that's only part of
the act.
There's a splendid art gallery. Two cinemas. And
three magnificent concert halls. Providing more
performances in more space for more people than any
other arts centre in the world.
Strange to say, some people still dig up excuses
for not looking in. But we think they're making a
grave mistake.
National Theatre,  National Film Theatre,
Royal Festival Hall,	 nn THE
Queen Elizabeth Hall,( -10 SOUTHg BANKPurcell Room, Hayward Gallery. 	 I • CENTRE
The Wprld's No.1 Centfilfor
Pnnted by Garden House Press. Perniale, M nddlesex U16 7LA
Desgned by Pales Walker Assoaales Distnbuled by Brochure Dtsplay
myself.
not
at's yo exclise?
feeling
December 7-20 1987
LONDON THEATRE. ACT ON IT
**
*The 5Par
*004tddid
OlfP.
WHY NOT GIVE SOMEONE
SPECIAL A GREAT NIGHT
OUT?
Give your friends, relations, customers or
staff the chance to see the show of THEIR
choice on the night THEY are free to go.
* Tokens are available in EL £5, and £10
units to any amount and may be bought
and exchanged at all West End theatres,
Chichester Festival Theatre, Greenwich
Theatre, Royal Shakespeare Theatre,
Stratford-upon-Avon, Theatre Museum,
Covent Garden and the Leicester Square
Ticket Booth.
* Also available from all Post Offices in the
Greater London area.
* or call TOKENLINE 01-379 3395
(24 hrs) for purchase by credit card.
* or by post from SWET Tokens Dept.,
Bedford Chambers, Covent Garden Piazza,
London WC2E 8HQ.
LThF ,oNnoN THEATRE ACT ON IT-
OPEN ALL
HOURS J
THE EASY WAY TO BOOK SEATS
FOR OVER 90 THEATRE,
CONCERT MD SPORTS EVENTS
Ticketmaster offers you:
• Instant reservations
• A wide choice of seats
• Many tickets at Box Office prices
Ticketmaster provides:
• The exact position of your seats
• Actual tickets, not vouchers
• A 24 hour service, 7 days a week
712-KETAfAsrc-R
01 -379 4444
Telephone booking by credit card
24 hours— 7 days a week
or call in at:
•
Any WH Smith Travel branch (over 100 nationwide)
Mon-Sat
•
HMV Oxford Circus, 150 Oxford Street, London W1
Mon-Sat 9.30am-7.00pm (8.00pm Thursday)
a
How To BOOK YOUR
THEATRE TICKETS
* Go directly to the Theatre Box Office – generally open from 10.00am
until after the evening performance has started. Pay in cash, by credit
card, cheque or West End Theatre Gift Tokens.
* Use your credit card – telephone the theatre direct quoting your
number, immediately confirming your seats. You will need to produce
your card when collecting the tickets. Theatres CC. booking numbers
(and those of their approved agencies) are listed in this Guide.
*Telephone the box office – for information and bookings. Seats once
reserved can be paid for either by post or in
person, usually within 3 days.
*Write to the box office – enclosing a cheque, postal order or West End
Theatre Gift Token (+ s.a.e.), giving alternative dates if possible.
* Via a ticket agency in London and other large cities. Many shows are
on offer but agencies usually charge an additional booking fee on top of
the normal seat price, always check.
*THE LEICESTER SQUARE HALF-PRICE TICKET BOOTH
Sells tickets for many West End productions to personal callers on the
day of performance for half-price (cash only) plus £1.00 service charge. It
is open from 12.00 noon for matinees and between 2.30pm and 6.30pm
for evening performances Mon-Sat.
	 THE LONDON THEATRE ACT ON IT
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RECORDS
POSTERS
SCORES
SOUVENIRS
THE SHOWBIZ SHOP
57/59 Monmouth Street
Upper St. Martin's Lane, London WC2H 9DG
Telephones:
01-240 2227 and 01-836 8279
Monday - Saturday 10.00 - 6.00 p.m.
The leading specialists in stage and screen musicals,
film sound tracks, and show business nostalgia
EXCLUSIVE LIMITED EDITION PRINTS
4 COSTUME DESIGNS FROM 'LES MISERABLES'
£25.00 each or £90.00 for the set.
Sent worldwide. Post free.
THE MUSICAL
THE PORTRAYAL OF ABASH' BY
LAURENCE OLIVIER
THE DOMINION THEATRE
Tottenham Court Road. London Wi
OVER 750,000 PEOPLE HAVE EXPERIENCED 'TIME'
BOOK TODAY
BOX OFFICE 01-580 9562,
01-580 8845
GROUP SALES 01-930 6123
For groups of 15 or more
)FIRST CALL
CREDIT
NANNAAAA
24 HOURS,
7 DAYS/ 01- 836 • 24281110 BOOKING FEEJ
. weaspr..
;71/ C•,..frogv•Alkt-..
245-249 Shaftesbury Ave., London WC2
CafeB2rdeaux	 Tel: 01-8366328/0198
Specialising in the wines and food of this renowned region of
France, the Cafe Bordeaux with its summertime patio is an ideal
lunch or evening dining venue.
,iraoy
Monday to Friday	 Lunch Closed except for group bookings
lunch 1200 noon-300pm Dinner 600-1130pm 	 Dinner 6 00-1130pm
Isentlepe
OF FCC*Di1LV
Seafood Restaurant and Oyster Bar, established over 70 years.
Monday to Saturday
Lunch t2 noon - 300pm lost orders Dinner 600-- 1045pm last orders
Lounge Bor. 1145-3 00pm, 530-ti 00pm
11-15, Swallow Street, Piccadilly	 London WI R 7HD	 Tel: 01-7344756
24 Coptic Street, LondonTeWC 1 A 1, 01-58E0P3422
The best of British food in an unique 18th century Bloomsbury
house full of Churchillian memorabilia.
/1121iLIy_toricyra
Lunch . 1200 noon 300pm Dinner 5 30-1115pm	 Lunch Closed Dinner 5 30-11- I5Pm
Closed excep ‘Crdg'rYoup bookings
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 000
° EDWARE
0 al EDWAL 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
INTERNATIONAL THEATRE
TICKET AGENTS
THE CIL: lm" IS UP
ON THL -,,A1 OF
BRITISH ENTLaiTAINMENT
Visit Edwards & Edwards at the British
Travel Centre in the heart of London's
Theatreland and book tickets for a
variety of British venues without leav-
ing the Capital!
From the magic of the West End theatre to the
tradition of Shekespeare at Stratford-upon-Avon,
the pageantry of the Edinburgh Tattoo to the
glamour of Britain's Arts Festivals, reserve your
seats now for the best of British Entertainment.
EDWARDS & EDWARDS OFFICES
EDWARDS & EDWARDS
at the
/MISR
7
H TRAVEL
CENTRE
12 Regent Street, SW1
01-839 3952
Also at:
LONDON
The Palace Theatre
Shaftesbury Avenue
London W1
Tel: 379 5822
NEW YORK
The Theatre Office
1 Times Square Plaza
New York 10036
Tel: 212-944-0290
•n••••••••••••• f"•••••••••••••••••••••••••
•
• •
• •
• •
• •
• •
• •
• Ashcroft Theatre, Croydon Tel 688 9291 cc 680 5955	 •• •
• December 16-January 23
	 •
• Jack and the Beanstalk	 •• •
• Starring Terry Scott, Jean Boht, Reginald Marsh, Diane Solomon
	 •
• For performance times and prices please contact the Box Office
	
•
• •
• •
• Bloomsbury Theatre, Gordon Street, WC1. Tel 387 9629
	 •
• From December 9 Sinbad A spectacular Christmas Show
	
•
• •
• Contact Box Office for details
• December 20-23 at 8.00 The Fairer Sax in concert
: Tickets £5.00, Concessions £3.50
•
• Churchill Theatre, Bromley (18 mins Victoria) Tel 460 6677
• From December 14 Mother Goose•
• Starring DANNY LA RUE
• The spectacular family pantomine•
• Full details and performance times: ring Box Office 
•
• Lyric Hammersmith, King Street, W6. Tel 01-741 2311
:Until Jan 30 (Main House) Lyle by Charles Strouse (author of Annie)
• a new family musical.
	 Until Dec 12 ATC in Faustus(Studio).
•• From Dec 15 The Frogg its (Studio)'
• Excellent musicians, beguilling stand-up comics' The Guardian (Studio)
	
••	
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
• Young Vic, The Cut, SE1 (e Waterloo) Tel 928 6363 	 •• •
• December 8-January 16 Ken Campbell's 	 •
e• Outbreak of God in Area 9	 •
• Mon-Sat at 7.30
	
•
•
• No performances December 21-28 inclusive of January 1st• •
•••••••••••• 1'-'36n1111110•411141)17	 e511111115•5555• n111004111
SPECIAL OFFERS
All performances except Friday and Saturday evening Senior Citizens, the unwaged,
students and under 16's on presentation of proof will be able to buy the best
available ticket for £ 7.00 — 1 hour before the performance subject to availability• •• •0th • Londa•
• Richmond Theatre, (15 mins Waterloo) Tel 940 0088 cc 240 7200•
* From December 11: Alladin spectacular pantomime for all the family
•Starring: Anita Dobson, Jeffrey Holland, Simon Groom, Janet Ellis,•
•Duncan Goodhew, Anna Dawson and John Boulter.
•
•
Prices: £3.50, £9.00 
•• Shaw Theatre, 100 Euston Road, NW1. Tel 388 1394 cc 387 6293
• Until January 2 at 2.30 and 7.00 daily•
:Cinderella starring SUZI QUATRO•* Stars, songs, thrills and festive fun in this traditional family pantomine 
• St Georges Theatre, Tufnell Park Rd, N7. Tel 607 1128 (e Tufnell Pk./Holloway Rd)
• December 18-January 9. Twice daily at 3 pm and 7 pm•
• Oscar In The Underworld A spectacular Christmas Show
2 by Grant Cathro of Thames TV's T-BAG series
• Prices: £3.50-£4.50 and special £10 family ticket. Ring Box Office for details 
•
• Theatre Museum, Russell Street, Covent Garden (e Covent Garden)
• Tel 836 2330, cc 240 7200 (+ fee)•
• Dec 8-13 at 6.30 A Singular Muse— the dancer as soloist.
• Prices: £3.50 (Concs £2.50). Dec 15-20 Frank Mumford Puppets•
•Times: 1.00, 3.00 and 5.00— no extra charge. 
•
• Wimbledon Theatre, The Broadway, SW19. Tel 540 0362 (240 7200*)
: December 19-February 7 Traditional family pantomine
• Robinson Crusoe starring Dennis Waterman, Rula Lenska, Colin
: Baker, Sam Kelly and Jan Leeming
•
•
For performance times and prices contact the Box Office 
•
Its
easier to book
by
Barclaycard.
Much easier. Just pick up your
telephone, quote your Barclaycard
details and your seats are reserved.
You don't have to bank with
Barclays to have a Barclaycard.
There is no joining fee or annual
subscription, all we require is that
you are over 18 years of age.
For further written details and a
Barclaycard application, simply fill in
your name and address below.
Or, to find out more, call
Barclaycard on Northampton (0604)
252707.
Return this coupon to the Freepost address: Barclaycard:1
Dept. SJ97, FREEPOST, Northampton NN1 lYG
(No stamp needed).
Name	
Address	
	 Postcode 	
BARCLAYCARD VISA
L_ 	
Barclays Bank PLC. Registered in England No. 1026167.
Registered Office: 54 Lombard Street, London EC3P
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1/ 2 PRICE
TICKET BOOTH
ION ON'S THEATRELAN
SE A LIVE SHOW
RESERVE YOUR SEATS
IN THE
BEST LOCATION
Through a Member of
The
Ticket Agents Association
CONTROLLED BOOKING FEES. MAXIMUM INCREASE 25%
vr
MEMBERS:
ABBEY BOX OFFICE LTD
	 ALBEMARLE OF LONDON
TEL: 01-222 2061
	 TEL: 01-637 9041
EDWARDS & EDWARDS
TEL: 01-734 9761
FENCHURCH BOOKING AGENCY LTD
TEL: 01-928 8585
LASHMARS
TEL: 01-493 4731
LONDON THEATRE BOOKING
TEL: 01-439 3371
PREMIER BOX OFFICE LTD
TEL: 01-240 2245
(;)
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ITEM .?`"' •COMEDY
THEATRE ROYAL
HAYMIeN
TRANSPORT
INFORMATION
FOR THEATREGOERS
€1. Bus and underground services continue until
very late in the evening after which the Ki night bus
service takes over. Departures from Trafalgar
Square. For more information visit any London
Regional Transport travel information centre or call
01-222 1234 (24 hr).
Network ftuahEse trains run during the late
evening to most destinations. Many stations offer
off street parking. A leaflet is available from all
Network SouthEast stations, British Rail travel
centres, West End Theatres or from The Society of
West End Theatres, Bedford Chambers, Covent
Garden Piazza, London WC2E 8HG.
Parking: You can in some cases book a discounted
parking space at the same time as your theatre
ticket. This service is operated by those theatres
with (P) following the relevant telephone numbers in
the listings section overleaf.
Coach Operators: For advice on all aspects of coach
parking contact the Metropolitan Police
Coach Advisory Service, Tintagel House,
Albert Embankment, London SE1 (01-230 5332).
Map copyright The Society of West End Theatre 01987
INFORMATION KEY
Li
TZ
(CC)
(P)
(000 0000)
Theatres which have unstepped access. wheelchair spaces in the
auditorium and adapted lavatories on site. Many West End Theatres
(where access conditions are not so clear) are also able to
accommodate people using wheelchairs. For further information on
facilities for the disabled call Artsline on 01-388 2227/8.
The London Theatre Guide — if you would like to receive your own copy of this
Guide every two weeks and you live in the UK, please remit £5 to The Society of West
End Theatre (LTG), Bedford Chambers, The Piazza, Covent Garden, London WC2E
8H0. Rates for bulk quantities and overseas subscriptions available on request. All
cheques and money orders should be made payable to: 	 at,
WEST END THEATRE MANAGERS LTD.
rL16,._]
Reduced price seats for Students/6th Formers just before the performance and
subject to availability
Theatres with sound amplification systems for the hard of hearing. Please notify
Box Office when booking if you want to use the System.
Senior citizens matinee scheme.
Air conditioned theatre.
Meals available at theatre.
Credit Card bookings also taken on these numbers.
Car parking can also be booked on these numbers.
Indicates 24-hour 7-day service.
Nearest Underground Station
( ) Numbers within brackets indicate Agents credit card numbers
at which a booking fee will be charged.
A LDERSGATE PRODUCTIONS VANESSA FORD PRODUCTIONS
WESTMINSTER PRODUCTION PRESENT
23 December '87 6 February '88
II1L VOY.V,E.	 OF TM
DAWN :TREADER
WESTMINSTER THEATRE
Tele I hone Box Office 01-834 0283/4
If CA PotteAa	
DAI
nia. 4,t.ied„
LY T F I FORAPH
FORTUNE THEATRE
Box Office & C C 01-836 2238/9 FIRST CALLOOP1E2N4+,17,00+00RKSE0IT1 37HPROWS	 999901 M19 444,, F
December 1-20 1981
All the above theatres accept most credit cards at the box office or
by telephone. And don't forget — you can now purchase West End
Theatre Gift Tokens with your credit card by calling
TOKENLINE 01-379 3395 (24 hrs).
ADELPHI
Strand WC2E 7NA
See Map Detail
Box Office 240 7913/836 7611
Credit Cards 836 7358
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 741 9999/240 7200*
(379 4444*)
Charing Cross
R
ALBERY
SI Marlin's Lane, WC2N 4AH
See Map Detail
Box Office 836 3878
Credit Cards (P) 379 6565*
Groups 836 3962
Agents CC 741 9999/379 4444*
240 7200*
e Leicester Square
SUR
-e Holborn
AC
0 Victoria
121
AC
ALDVVYCH
Aldwych, WC2B 4DF
Map reference D5
Box Office 836 6404/0641
Credit Cards 379 6233
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 741 9999
(2407200*)
AMBASSADORS
West Street, Cambridge Circus,
WC2H 9ND
See Map Detail
Box Office 836 6111/2
Credit Cards 836 1171
Agents CC (2407200*)
0 Leicester Square
S
APOLLO
Shaftesbury Avenue, W1V 7DH
See Map Detail
Box Office 437 2663
Credit Cards 434 3598
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (2407200*)
(741 9999) (379 4444*)
e Piccadilly Circus
S 
APOLLO VICTORIA
, 17 Wilton Road, SW1V 1LL
Map reference G3
Box Office 828 8665
Credit Cards 630 6262
Groups 930 6123/828 6188
Agents CC (379 4444*)
(240 7200*) (741 9999)
WHY NOT USE YOUR
-'
	 CARD?
KARL HOWMAN, LOUISE ENGLISH in
The "Lambeth Walk" Musical
Me and My Girl
Winner of 3 major 'Best Musical' Awards 1985
Directed by MIKE OCKRENT
Booking until April 2
Mon-Fri at 7.30, Sat 4.30 and 8.00.
Wed Mat at 2.30. Prices, £7.50-£17.00
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri 10.10, Sat 10.40
NICHOLAS LYNDHURST in
LARRY SHUE'S New Comedy
The Foreigner
Previews from December 12
Opens December 15 at 7.00
Eves at 8.00, Mats Thurs and Sat at 3.00
Prices: £5.00-£13 50.
(Previews £2.00 off all prices)
For a limited season only
MICHAEL GAMBON Best Actor of the Year
Standard Drama Awards 1987
in THE NATIONAL THEATRE production of
by ARTHUR MILLER
Directed by ALAN AYCKBOURN
Mon-Fri at 7 30, Sat at 5.00 and 8.30.
Prices: £5.00-£14 50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri at 9.45, Sat 10.45
Winner of 4 'Best Play' Awards 1986
THE ROYAL SHAKESPEARE COMPANY's
By CHRISTOPHER HAMPTON
Now booking until end June 88
in
Starlight Express
Music by ANDREW LLOYD WEBBER
Lyrics by RICHARD STILGOE
Choreographed by ARLENE PHILLIPS
Directed by TREVOR NUNN
Booking until March 88
Returns available daily
Eves at 7.45, Tues and Sat at 3.00 and 7.45
Prices £7.50-E19.50
Eve pert ends approx 10 15
A View from the Bridge
Les Liaisons Dangereuses
Dangerous Obsession
By N. J. CRISP
Eves at 8.00 Sat at 5.30 and 8.30, Mat Thurs at 3.00
Extra Mat December 24 at 2 30 (no pert December 25)
Prices: £5.00-£1300
Eve pert ends Mon-Fri 10.05, Sat 10 35
Eves Mon-Fri at 7.30, Sat at BOO
Mats Wed at 3.00, Sat at 4.00
Prices: Eves, Sat Mat £7.50-£13.50. Wed Mat E5 00-E11 50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri 10.15 Sat 10.45
DINSDALE LANDEN,
CAROL DRINKWATER,
and JEREMY BULLOCH
MICHAEL IRENE
HORDERN WORTH
FRANK DEREK
MIDDLEMASS WARING
MICHAEI:bENISON
BERNARD  SHAW 
TOBY ROBERTSON
THEATRE ROYAL HAYMARKET
SERIOUS MONEY AT WYNDHAM'S THEATRE
TEL: 836 3028 CC: 379 6565/4444 open all hours
BARBICAN
Barbican Centre, EC2Y 8DS
Map reference B8
Box Office (CC) 628 8795/638 8891
Mon-Sun 10.00am-8.00pm
24 Hour Info. 628 2295/9760
Prestel Bookings Key No 5334804
BarbicarVMoorgate
[SHIRK
CAMBRIDGE
Earlham Street, WC2 9HU
See Map Detail
Box Office 379 5299 (CC)
Group Sales 930 6123
Agents CC 240 7200*/741 9999
(379 4444*)
Covent Garden
COLISEUM
St. Martin's Lane, WC2N 4ES
See Map Detail
Box Office 836 3161
Credit Cards 240 5258
Agents CC 240 7200*
la Charing Cross
15 Al ME(
COMEDY
Panton Street, SW1Y 40N
See Map Detail
Box Office 930 2578/930 8778
Credit Cards 839 1438
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 741 9999
e Piccadilly Circus
COVENT GARDEN
ROYAL OPERA
HOUSE
WC2E 7QA
See Map Detail
Box Office 240 1066
Credit Cards 240 1911
e Covent Garden
CRITERION
Piccadilly Circus, W1V 9LB
See Map Detail
Box Office 930 3216
Credit Cards (P) 3796565*
Groups 836 3962/930 6123
Agents CC 379 4444*/741 9999
e Piccadilly Circus
5 IR
SIR
AC
DONMAR
WAREHOUSE
Earlham Street, Covent Garden
WC2 9LD. See Map Detail
Box Office 240 8230
Credit Cards 379 6565*
Agents CC 379 4444*(741 9999)
Covent Garden
DRURY LANE
Theatre Royal. Catherine Street,
WC2B 5JF
Map reference D5
Box Office (CC) 836 8108/
2409006/7
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 379 4444*/240 7200*
Covent Garden
DUKE OF YORK'S
St Martin's Lane, WC2N 4BG
See Map Detail
Box Office 836 5122
Credit Cards 836 9837
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (379 4444*)
(240 7200*) (741 9999)
Leicester Square
FORTUNE
Russell Street, WC2B 5HH
Map reference D5
Box Office (CC) 836 2238
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 741 9999
(240 7200*)(379 4444*)
e Covent Garden
SRN
GARRICK
Charing Cross Road, WC2H OHH
See Map Detail
Box Office (CC) 379 6107
Agents CC 379 4444*/741 9999
(240 7200*)
Leicester Square
GLOBE
Shaftesbury Avenue, WIV 8AR
See Map Detail
Box Office 437 3667
Agents CC (2407200*)
A Piccadilly Circus
S RI
HAYMARKET
Theatre Royal, Haymarket
SW1Y 4HT
See Map Detail
Box Office (CC) 930 9832
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (24073513*)
(3794444*)
0 Piccadilly Circus
HAYMARKET
Theatre Royal, Haymarket
SW1Y 4HT
See Map Detail
Box Office (CC) 930 9832
Agents CC (2407200*)
(379 4444*)
e Piccadilly Circus
• u
ir.
e Piccadilly Circus
HER MAJESTY'S
Haymarket, SW1Y 4QR
See Map Detail
Box Office (CC) 839 2244
Groups 830 6123
Agents CC (379 6131 *)(240 7200*)
Royal Shakespeare Company
Barbican Theatre
THE WIZARD OF OZ
By L. Frank Baum
with music and lyrics of the MGM
motion picture score by
Harold Arlen and E. Y. Harburg
Book revisions by John Kane
Dec 12, 14, 15, 18 at 7.30
Dec 17 at 7.00
Dec 16, 19 at ZOO & 7.30
Prices: £6.00-£13.50
The Pit
SPECULATORS by Tony Merchant
December 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17 at 7.30
December 15 at 7.00
OLD YEAR'S EVE by Peter Speyer
December 18 at 7.30
December 19 at 2.00 & 7.30
Prices: All seats £7.50
LULU GEORGE COLE
JAN HARVEY
in the musical
Peter Pan
Mon-Sat at 7.30, Mats Wed and Sat at 2.30
Extra Mats December 21, 22, 24 at 2.30
Prices £6.50-£14.50
Eve pert ends approx 1000
English National Opera
THE BARBER OF SEVILLE
December 9, 11, 15, 18 at 7.30
RIGOLETTO
December 10, 12, 17 at 7.30
HANSEL AND GRETEL
December 16, 19 at 730
Prices: £4.50-E21.50
From December 9
DAVID SUCHET and SASKIA REEVES in
Separation
By TOM KEMPINSKI
Directed by MICHAEL ATTENBOROUGH
Mon-Thurs at 800 Fri and Sat at 6.00 and 8.45
Prices: £4.00-£13.50
Royal Ballet
GISELLE December 7, 14 at 7.30
CINDERELLA
December 16, 17, 19 at 7.30
Prices: £1.O0-t3000
Royal Opera
TOSCA December 8, 11 at 7.30
L'ELISIR D'AMORE
December 10, 12, 15, 18 at 7.30
Prices: £2.00-£70.00
RALPH BATES, BRIAN MURPHY, LIONEL
JEFFRIES, PATRICIA BRAKE, HELEN GILL,
GRAHAM JAMES and RON ALDRIDGE
Run For Your Wife!
Written and Directed by RAY COONEY
Over 2,000 performances.
All performances as usual over Christmas/New Year
Mon-Fri at 8.00, Thurs at 2.30, Sat at 5.30 and 8.30
Prices: Eves & Sat Mat £6.00-£12.00, Thurs Mat £3.50-E7.50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri at 10.10, Sat at 10.40
From December 8 to January 16
Brel
Compiled and Directed by BILL BRYDEN &
SEBASTIAN GRAHAM-JONES in association with
LINDA THOMPSON. Music by DUNCAN BROWNE
and ROD EDWARDS. Sung by ALEXANDER
HANSON, KELLY HUNTER and SIAN PHILLIPS
Mon-Thurs at 8.00. Fri, Sat at 6.00 and 8.45
Prices: £8.00-£11 50 6.00pm pert. £600-£10.00.
Cons: L11340, OAP, Students £1.00 off
David Merrick's
42nd Street
Musical of the Year
Laurence Olivier Award 1984
Standard Drama Award 1984
London Theatre Critics Award 1984
Eves at 8.00, Sat at 5.00 and 8.30. Mat Wed at 300
Prices: Eves E6.00-E18.50, Mats E5.03-E14.50
Eve pert ends Mon-Fn a110.30, Sat at 11.00
GLYNIS BARBER, RODNEY BEWES,
GEOFFREY DAVIES, JOHN FRASER,
JACK HEDLEY, MIRIAM KARLIN in
AGATHA CHRISTIE's
And Then There Were None
Eves at 8.00. Mats Thurs at 3.00. Sat at 5.00
Prices: £5.00-£13.50.
Eve pert ends approx 10.00
Ian Liston presents
MAXINE AUDLEY, VERONICA PAGE,
PIP HINTON, LOUISE GOLD,
BRON WEN STAN WAY
Nunsense
Book and lyrics by DAN GOGGIN
Directed by RICHARD DIGBY DAY
Mon-Fri at 8.00, Mat Thurs at 3.00, Sat at 5.00 and 8.30
Prices: £6.00-E13.50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri at 10.00, Sat at 10.30
When Did You Last See
Your . . . Trousers?
MAGGIE SMITH, MARGARET TYZACK,
in
Lettice and Lovage
A new comedy by PETER SHAFFER
with RICHARD PEARSON
Directed by MICHAEL BLAKEMORE
Eves at 7.45, Sat Mats at 3.00
Prices: £750-E14.50
Eve pert ends approx 10.45
ALAN BATES in
Melon
MICHAEL HORDERN, IRENE WORTH
MICHAEL DENISON in
You Never Can Tell
by BERNARD SHAW
Directed by TOBY ROBERTSON
Previews from December 15
Opens December 18 at 7.00
Eves at 7.30. Mats Wed and Sat at 3.00
Prices: Mon-Thurs and Mats £4.00-£13.50,
Fri and Sat eves £4.00-£14.50
Best Musical Laurence Olivier Awards 1986
by RAY GALTON and JOHN ANTROBUS
Based on a story by GALTON AND SIMPSON
with WILLIAM GAUNT, ROWENA ROBERTS, and
IAN TALBOT
Eves at 8.00, Mats Tues at 3.00, Sat at 5.00
Prices: Mon-Thurs Eve & Mats £7.50-£12.50
Fri & Sat Eves £7 50-£13.50 Eve pert ends approx 10.15
by SIMON GRAY
with CAROLE NIMMONS and WILLIAM SQUIRE
Directed by CHRISTOPHER MORAHAN
Must end December 12
Mon-Sat at 8 00, Sat Mat at 3.00
Prices: Mon-Thurs, and Sat Mats £4.00-£13.50,
FR and Sat eves £4.03-E14.50
Eve pert ends approx 10.20
The Phantom of the Opera
with DAVE WILLETTS,
CLAIRE MOORE, MICHAEL BALL
Music by ANDREW LLOYD WEBBER
Directed by HAROLD PRINCE
Sold out until July 1
Booking (postal only) to Oct 1st (Mon-Thurs only)
Mon-Sal at 7.45. Mats Wed and Sat at 300
Prices. £7.50-1.20.00. Eve pert ends approx 10.15
LYRIC
Shaftesbury Avenue, WI V 7HA
See Map Detail
Box Office 437 3686/434 1550
Credit Cards 434 1050/7345166/7
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (379 4444*)
(240 7200*)
e Piccadilly Circus
MAYFAIR
Stratton Street, W1A 2AN
Map reference D3
Box Office (CC) 629 3036
Agents CC 741 9999
(379 4444*) (240 7200*)
0 Green Park
F21
MAYFAIR
Stratton Street WI A 2AN
Map reference 03
Box Office (CC) 629 3037
0 Green Park
MERMAID
Puddle Dock, EC4
Map Reference 08
Box Office (CC) 236 5568/638 8091
Agents CC 741 9999
0 Blackfdars
lonc]
MERMAID
Puddle Dock, EC4
Map Reference D8
Box Office (CC) 236 5568/638 8891
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 741 9999/240 7200*
e Blackfriars
[(1
NATIONAL THEATRE
South Bank, SE1 9PX
Map reference E6
Box Office (CC) 928 2252
Agents CC (379 4444*)(240 7200*)
Recorded Information 928 8126i
0 Waterloo
BEIRMNIN
p
SEC
M
NEW LONDON
Drury Lane, WC2B 5PW
Map reference C5
Box Office 405 0072
Credit Cards 404 4079
Groups 930 6123/404 1567
Agents CC (379 4444*)
e Holborn
OLD VIC
Waterloo Road SE1 8NB
Map reference E6
Box Office (CC) 928 7616
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (379 4444*)(240 7203*)
e Waterloo
[AC SI
AC IM1
Shaftesbury Avenue, W1V 81Y
See Map Detail
Box Office 434 0909
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (379 4444*)(240 7200*)
e Leicester Square
PALLADIUM
Argyll Street WI V 1 AD
Map reference C3
Box Office 437 7373/2055
Credit Cards 734 8961
Agents CC 240 7200*/379 41444*
0 Oxford Circus
e Embankment
PHOENIX
Charing Cross Road, WC2
See Map Detail
Box Office 240 9661/836 2294
Agents CC 741 9999
(240 7200*) (3794444*)
A Tottenham Court Road
PICCADILLY
Denman Street, W1V8DY
See Map Detail
Box Office 437 4506
Credit Cards (P) 3796565*'
Groups 836 3962
Agents CC 379 4444*/741 9999
(2407200*)
Information 836 1071
e Piccadilly Circus
PLAYHOUSE
Northumberland Ave WC2
Map reference 05
Box Office 839 4401
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (2407200*)
1379 4444*) (741 9999)
PRINCE EDWARD
Old Compton Street, W1 V 8AH
See Map Detail
Box Office 734 8951
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (8363464*)
0 Leicester Square
SRA
RUSS ABBOT in
One For the Road
with Sooty, Sweep and Soo
and MATTHEW CORBETT
December 14-January 2
Twice daily at 2.00 and 4.00
Wed and Sat at 10.30am. 2.00 and 400
Prices: £5.00 Adults. E4 00 Children
Royal Shakespeare Company
Sarcophagus
The 'Chernobyl' play by
Vladimir Gubaryev
FINAL PERFORMANCES
December 10, 11 at 7.30
Prices: Eves £6.50-E12.50, Mats £4 50-10.5O
Students £4.50 in advance
Eve pert ends approx 10.15
The ANDREW LLOYD WEBBER
T.S. ELIOT
International Award Winning Musical
Cats
A Comedy by WILLY RUSSELL
with MICHAEL ANGELIS, ELIZABETH BENNETT,
JANET DALE
Directed by WILLIAM GAUNT
Mon-Fri at 730, Sat at 5 00 and 8.00. Mats Wed at 300
From January 11 Eves at 7.30. Fri and Sat at 5 30 and 8.30
Prices: £4 00-£13 50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri at 9.50, Sat at 10 20 
RICHARD TODD, DOUGLAS FIELDING. and
SANDRA PAYNE in
The Business of Murder
By RICHARD HARRIS
Seventh Year
Over 2,000 Performances
Mon-Thurs 8.00. Fri and Sat 5.40 and 8 10
Prices: £6.00-£10 50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Thurs 10.00, Fri and Sat 10 10
Sooty's Christmas Show
The Royal Shakespeare Company
The Rover By APHRA BEHN
STEPHANIE BEACHAM, SUSIE FAIRFAX,
GERALDINE FITZGERALD, PETER GUINNESS,
JEREMY IRONS, HUGH QUARSHIE,
IMOGEN STUBBS, DAVID TROUGHTON
Dec 7, 11, 14, 15, 16, 18 at 7.30
Dec 8, 12, 17, 19 at 2.00 and 7.30
Prices: Eves £6.50-£12.50. Mats £4.50-£10.50
National Theatre Company
Olivier (Open Stage)
COUNTRYMANIA a trilogy by Goldoni
Previews December 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 at 6.00
Opens December 12 at 6.00
December 14, 15 at 6.00
A SMALL FAMILY BUSINESS new play Alan Ayckbourn
Dec 16 at 7.15. Dec 17 at 2.00 and 7,15
ANTONY AND CLEOPATRA by Shakespeare
Dec 18 at 7.00. Dec 19 at 2.00 and 7.00
Prices . £6.03-£13.00
Lyttetton (Proscenium Stage)
THE PIED PIPER a musical play for children by Adrian
Mitchell (low prices)
Dec 7 at 2.00. Dec 8, 11, 16, 18 at10.30
Dec 10, 15, 19 at 10.30 and 2.00
FATHERS AND SONS new play by Brian Friel
after the novel by Ivan Turgenev
Dec 7, 11, 14, 15 at 7.45. Dec 12 at 2.15 & 7.45
WAITING FOR GODOT by Samuel Beckett
Dec 8. 10, 18, 19 at 7.45
Dec 9 at 2.15 and 7 45
111E WANDERING JEW
by Michelene Wandor and Mike Alt reds
after Eugene Sue's epic novel
Dec 16, 17 at 6.00 (last pods)
Prices: £6.00-£13.00
Cottesioe (Small Auditorium)
ENTERTAINING STRANGERS new play by David Edgar
(promenade perfs)
December 7, 9, 10, 11 at 7.30
December 8, 12, 14 at 2.30 and 730
TING TANG MINE new play by Nick Darke
December 16, 17, 18 al 7.30
December 19 at 2.30 and 7.30
Prices £5.50 and £7.50
Booking to June 1988
Seats available for extra Christmas Matinees
Dec 21, 23, 29 and 31 (No pert Christmas Eve)
Eves at 745, Mats Tues and Sat at 300
Prices: £6.50-E17.50
Eve pert ends 10.30
JAMES SMILLIE, NICHOLA McAULIFFE,
TIM FLAVIN and ANDREE BERNARD in
THE ROYAL SHAKESPEARE COMPANY'S
production of
Kiss Me Kate
By COLE PORTER. Directed by ADRIAN NOBLE
Mon-Fri at 7.30. Wed Mat 2.30, Sat at 4.00 and 7.45
Prices: £8.00-£19.00
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri 10.30, Sat 104
PALACE	 Les Miserables
By ALAIN BOUBLIL,
CLAUDE-MICHEL SCHONBERG and
HERBERT KRETZMER
Directed by TREVOR NUNN and JOHN CAIRD
Now Booking to September 24 1988
Special Christmas Mats December 23, 24, 29
Eves at 7.30, Mats Thurs and Sat at 230
Prices: £5.50-£20.00
Eve pert ends 10.45
Reduced Priced Previews from December 16
Opens December 21 at 7.00
TOMMY CANNON and BOBBY BALL,
MARTI WEBB, JOHN INMAN, DEREK
GRIFFITHS, CHERYL BAKER, BARBARA
WINDSOR, PETER HOWITT in
Babes in the Wood
Special Guest Stars ROD HULL and EMU
Twice Daily at 2.30 and 730
Prices: £6.50-£14.50 (Previews £5 50-£12.50)
ALBERT FINNEY
BOB PECK in
J. J. Farr
By RONALD HARWOOD
with BERNARD LLOYD, HUGH PADDICK,
TREVOR PEACOCK, DUDLEY SUTTON
Directed by RONALD EYRE
Eves at 8.03. Mats This and Sats at 300
Prices: E5.00-£13.50
Eve pert ends approx 10.10
SHOWPEOPLE present
Ian McKellen
Acting Shakespeare
SIOBHAN McCARTHY, MICHAEL HOWE in
Chess
by BENNY ANDERSSON, TIM RICE and
BJORN ULVAEUS
Now booking to 2nd July 88
Eves Mon-Sat at 7.30, Mats Thurs and Sal at 2.30
Prices: £8.03-£20.00. Thurs Mat E7 504218 50,
Eve pert ends approx 1030
SHOWPEOPLE and M Square Entertainment Inc
present
Blues in the Night
The American Blues and Jazz Musical
Mon-Thurs at 8.00. Fri, Sat at 6 30 and 900
No performance December 25
Performances December 26 at 5.00 and 800
Prices: Mon-Thurs £7 50-£13.50. Fri and Sat £8.50-£14.50
Low price early performances:
Fri at 6.30 all seats £7.50, Sat at 6.30 all seats E8.50
Eve pert ends Mon-Thurs at la 00. Fri and Sat at 10.45
Mon-Thurs at 8.00. Fri, Sat at 6.30 and 900
Prices: £5.00-£14.50
Low price early performances : Fri £5 00 and £8.50.
Sat £5.00 and £9.50
All seat prices include 80% donation to London Lighthouse
Aids Hospice
PRINCE OF WALES
Coventry Street W1V 8AS
See Map Detail
Box Office 839 5987	 WITH THE TV STARS
Groups 930 6123	 LAST FEW WEEKS
Agents CC (2407200*)
Piccadilly Circus
PRINCE OF WALES
Coventry Street W1V 8AS
See Map Detail
Box Office 839 5989
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (2407200*)
0 Piccadilly Circus
QUEENS
Shaftesbury Avenue, W1V 8BA
See Map Detail
Box Office (CC) 734 1166/0261/
0120
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (240 7200*)(379 4444*)
(741 9999)
0 Piccadilly Circus
ROYAL COURT
Sloane Square, SW1W 8AS
Map reference GI
Box Office (CC) 730 1745/1857
Agents CC (2407200*)
0 Sloane Square
S R1 rAti 
ROYALTY
Portugal Street, Kingsway, WC2
Mao reference C6
Box Office 831 0660
e Holborn
SADLER'S WELLS
Rosebery Avenue, EC1R 4TN
Map reference A7
Box Office (CC) 278 8916
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (2407200*)
Information* 278 5450
Ample free parking after 6.30 p.m.
e Angel
R CAC
SAVOY
Strand, WC2
Map reference 05
Box Office 836 8888
Credit Cards 836 0479/379 6219
Groups 930 6123/3796219/
836 0479
Agents CC (240 7200*) (741 9999)
e Charing Cross
SIR
SHAFTESBURY
Shaftesbury Avenue, WC2H 8DP
Map reference C5
Box Office 379 5399
Open 9 00am — 9.00pm
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (379 4444*)(240 7200*1
(741 9999)
Tottenham Court Road
ST. MARTIN'S
West Street, Cambridge Circus,
WC2H 9NH
See Map Detail
Box Office (CC) 836 1443
Agents CC 3794444*
Leicester Square
STRAND
Aldwych WC2B 5LD
Map reference D5
Box Office 836 2660/4143/5190
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC (2407200*)
0 Covent Garden
VAUDEVILLE
Strand, WC2R ONH
See Map Detail
Box Office 836 9987/5645
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 12407200*)
1379 4444*)(741 9999)
Charing Cross
S IM 
VICTORIA PALACE
Victoria Street. SW1E 5EA
Map reference G3
Box Office (CC) 834 1317/828 4735
Groups 930 6123
Agents CC 240 7200*/(379 4444*)
Victoria
5 RI
WESTMINSTER
Palace Street, SW1 5JB
Map reference
Box Office 834 0283
e Victoria
WHITEHALL
Whitehall, SWI A 2DY
Map reference E5
Box Office 93() 7765/839 4455
Credit Cards (P) 3796565*
Groups 836 3962
Agents CC 379 4444*/741 9999
(240 7200*)
Information 836 1071
Charing Cross
Si
17)
VVYNDHAM'S
Charing Cross Road. WC2H ODA
See Map Detail
Box Office 836 3028
Credit Cards 379 6565*
Groups 836 3962
Agents CC 379 4444*/741 9999
(2407200*)
Information 836 1071
Leicester Square
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Alio Alio
Eves Mon-Thurs at 8.00, Fri, Sat at 5.30 and 8.40
Extra performances December 23, 28, 30 at 2.30
(no performance December 25)
Prices: £7.50-£14.00
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Thurs 10.15, Fri and Sat 10.55
GEMMA CRAVEN, EMILE BELCOURT
BERTICE READING and
ANDREW C. WADSWORTH in
RODGERS & HAMMERSTEIN's
South Pacific
Previews from January 9
Opening January 20
Eves Mon-Sat at 7.30. Mats Wed and Sat at 2.30
FRANK FINLAY, WENDY CRAIG in
Beyond Reasonable Doubt
by JEFFREY ARCHER
with DAVID LANGTON, JEFFRY WICKHAM,
ANDREW CRUICKSHANK
Directed by DAVID GILMORE
Now booking to September 1988
Mon-Fri at 8.00, Mat Thurs at 3.00, Sat at 5.00 and 8.30
Prices: £5.00-£13.50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri at 10.30. Sat at 11.00
Until December 19
RUDI DAVIES, TONY HAYGARTH, PAUL JESSON,
GERALDINE McEWAN, PAUL McGANN,
DEBORAH NORTON, WILL PATTON,
MIRANDA RICHARDSON, BILL GERAGHTY, J.
LIAM GRUNDY, CAROL SLOMAN in
A Lie of the Mind
by SAM SHEPARD. Directed by SIMON CURTIS.
Designed by PAUL BROWN
Eves at 7.30, Sat Mats at 2.30
Prices: E4 00-£12 00 (Mons All Seats £4001
Until January 30
Winnie-the-Pooh
By A.A. MILNE
Adapted by GLYN ROB BINS
Directed by RICHARD WILLIAMS
Settings SIMON ASH. Costumes DI SEYMOUR
December 7, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18, 19 at 2.30 and 6.30
December 8, 9, 10, 15, 16 at 10.30 and 2.00
Prices: £7.50-E11.00. Children £7.50 and E9.00
School parties/Uniformed groups £3.75 and £4 75
Tuesday 8th - Saturday 12th December
Whirling Theatre's show for children
THE SEE-SAW TREE
Tues-Fri at 1030 and 2.00
Sat at 2.00 and 5.00. Prices: £295-E6 Oo
December 16-January 2
MICHAEL CLARK and COMPANY in
BECAUSE WE MUST — World Premiere
A co-production with Sadler's Wells Trust Ltd
Eves at 7.30. Prices £3.50-£12
CHARLTON HESTON, GWEN WATFORD,
BENJAMIN WHITROW, and ROY KINNEAR in the
CHICHESTER FESTIVAL THEATRE production of
A Man for All Seasons
by ROBERT BOLT Directed by FRANK HAUSER.
Designed by JULIA TREVELYAN OMAN
Eves at 7.30. Mats Wed and Sat at 2.30
Prices: Mon-Thurs £5 00-E13.50, Fri & Sat £6.00-£14.50
Eve pert ends approx 10.15
DIANA RICO, JULIA McKENZIE, DANIEL
MASSEY. DAVID HEALY, DOLORES GRAY in the
Award Winning SONDHEIM/GOLDMAN Musical
Follies
AGATHA CHRISTIE s
The Mousetrap
Mon-Fri at 8 00, Tues at 2.45, Sats at 5 00 and 8 CO
Prices: £4.00-£12.00
Eve pert ends Mon-Sat 10.15
Mon-Fri at 7.30, Sat at 2.30 and 8.00
Prices: £6.00-£17 50
KENNETH GRAHAME'S
Directed by JIMMY THOMPSON
Twice daily from December 9
Prices: Adults £6.50-£10.00 Children £5.00-£9.00
High Society
Now booking to January 16
Directed by RICHARD EYRE
Now booking to January 16
Mon-Fri 7.45, Wed Mat at 3 CO. Sats at 4.45 and 8.15
Prices. Eves £7 50-£18 50, Wed Mat £5.50-£16 50
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Fri 10.15, Sat 1045
Until December 19
Adapted by GLYN ROBBINS
Directed by MARTY FLOOD
Dec 7, 10, 11, 14 at 2.00 and 6.30
Dec 8, 9, 15, 16, 17 at 10.30 and 2.00
Dec 12, 18, 19 at 3.00 and 6.30
Prices C5.03-210.00.
The ROYAL COURT Production of
Serious Money
Directed by MIKE OCKRENT
Choreographed by BOB AVIAN
Designed by MARIA BJORNSON
Special Christmas Mats Dec 21, 23, 26 (No pert Xmas Eve).
Eves at 7.45, Wed and Sat Mats at 3.00. Prices: £10.00-£20.00
(returns available daily) Eve pert ends approx 10.30
World's longest ever run! 36th Year
Sorry. No reduced prices at any time from any
source.
Barry Humphries is
Back With a Vengeance!
The Wind in the Willows
PATRICK RYECART, ANGELA RICHARDS,
STEPHEN PACEY
and introducing JULIE OSBURN
The Lion, The Witch and
Wardrobe By C. S. Lewis
HINGE & BRACKET
in OSCAR WILDE'S
The Importance of Being
Earnest
Directed and adapted by LOU STEIN
Mon-Fri at 8.00, Sat at a 00 and 8.15, Wed Mat at 3.00.
No performances December 24 and 25
All other performances as usual
Prices: £8.50-£13.50.
Eve pert ends Mon-Fri 10 15. Sat 10.30
A CITY COMEDY
By CARYL CHURCHILL
Best Comedy
Evening Standard Drama Awards 1987
Mon-Thurs at HO, Fri at 3.00 and 8.15, Sat at 4.00 and 8.15
No performances December 23, 24. 25
Prices: £5.50-£13.50 (Fri Mat £3.50-£11.501
Eve pert ends approx Mon-Thur at 10.20, Fri & Sat at 10.35
London Theatre Guide Subscription
The London Theatre Guide is published fortnightly—if you would like to
subscribe to the mailing list and live in the UK, please remit £5.00 to
The Society of West End Theatre, Bedford Chambers, The Piazza,
Covent Garden, London WC2. Rates for overseas subscriptions are
available on request. ALL CHEQUES & MONEY ORDERS SHOULD BE
MADE PAYABLE TO: WEST END THEATRE MANAGERS LTD.
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PRINCE EDWARD THEATRE
OLD COMPTON STREET, LONDON WI
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